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China s conflict and cooperative behavior was examined from the perspective of 
Rumme  s field theory which states that "the behavior of one »«ti«! tSIK JSth« 
is a linear transformation of their differences from each other on their attributes." 

Th« period of study included sixteen years, 1950-1965.  China's behavior toward 
ail sovereign nations was measured with seventeen selected variables at five 
selected time points, 1950. 1955, 1960, 1963, ana 1965.  Then the da:a were factor 
analyzed with a technique called "Super-P factor analysis" which treated all dyads. 
Including dyads consisting of the same actor and object for different years as 
separate dyads, in one matrix.  As a result of this super-? analysis, six cooperative- 
type and two conflict-type behavioral patterns were identified. 

The factor scores of the eight behavioral patterns were then canonically regressed 
on the factor scores of twelve factor-, generated from a factor analysis of sixty-nine 
attribute variable;'. 

^ weiye8UltS !f,t'e c*nonlcal «naly^s were very encouraging.  We could delineate 
eight Um-ar nodels each of which corresponds with each of China's eight behavioral 
patterrs.  Among these eight models, five proved to be useful In explaining and 
predicting China's actual behavior. 
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iNmACTion inuviot: VICWD FMN 

MttffL's ririD TinuTic prtspcrrivt 

SMK-UOO *h90 

1.  INTRODUCTIOH 

We know that In th* mar futura, Napal vlll noc launch a Bllltar* 

attack on China nor will the Union of South Africa attack Korra. I'lth 

leas certainty, we can aay that China will neither attest to conquer 

Japan, nor start a nuclear "Pearl Harbor" aRalnst the '.nlted States. 

With almost the same certalntv, wc can predict that China and India 

will not InteRrate themselves Into a super nation. 

We know all of these based on cur co-»on sense.  Corwon sense 

Is an amalRaro of many bits of information and kr-ovledne of the patterned 

relations among phenomena.  For example, cur coranon sense Includes the 

knowledpe that Nopal is militarily weaker than China and that no sane 

policy maker will Vitiate a war leadinp to certain defeat.  Aftaln 

common sense tells us that great peographical distance between two 

nations such as the Union of South Africa and Korea in general reduces 

mutual concern and a chance of war between them. 

Somef.mes, however, common ssnse leads us to a wrong iudgement 

because some of the knowledge that comprise common sense is not systematically 

tested nor derived.  The man on the street may think that the fn—mllt 

Chinese have strong grievances against or hostilities toward Chiang Kai-shek. 

mmmm 
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either intelligence-collecting1* works or explanations without any 

theoretical frames.5 The available explanations are all based on 

educated intuition am4 expertise generated fron long personal experience. 

A non-theoretical approach, though it gives Invaluable Insights 

into China's behavior and sometimes verv useful guides to predict 

her future behavior, has one fundamental deficiency compared with a 

social science approach or a theoretical approach.  An athcoretical 

explanation lacks generalizability in application.  An explanation is 

an intellectual enterprise that asserts underatandinp of relatedness 

among the classes of phenomena by providing a logical nexus between 

the concepts which represent those p'.enomena.  A theoretical explanation 

consists of:  a s»t of general laws, a set of Initial conditions (both 

are explanans) and the event or phenomena to be explained (explanandum). 

It Is the general law that links the initial conditions to the events 

to be explained, and provides us with the feeling of understanding.6 

Johnson aptly described a theoretical tendency of the study 
of Communist China:  "much of the work already done on Chinese 
communlsri has been in the nature of intelligence-collecting rather 
than social research.  This is neither surprising nor bad in itself, 
but intelligence compilation is not social sciei.ee . . . Without the 
systematic application of social science theory to Chinese data, 
intelligence will provide only the most superficial aids to understand 
China ... we must have theorv-specific studies of Chinese politics 
in order to use even the data that we now possess and in order to 
generate newer and better theories" (Johnson, 1965, p. 258). 

Hinton, for example, clearly stated his antagonism against 
theory saying "I proceed on the basis of no general theory or political 
action:  I find most surh theories vapue and pretentious . . . Nor 
do I employ any unique or complex method based on some such general 
point of departure.  I prefer Mstory ... If there is a master key, 
it is context and educated intuition" (1966, preface, vll). 

6For scientific explanation and theory, see Rudner, 1966, 
p. 60; Gregor, 1971, pp. 198-237; I'aplan, 1964, pp. 327-69; and 
Lieber, 1972, pp. 1-17. 
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Non-theoretical explanations do noc provide us with any clear constructs7 

between which the generalization Is asserted, and Chut we do not kaew 

whether the same form of explanation can be employed to other apparently 

similar eventf. or phenomena.  For example, China chose to peacefully 

negotiate her border dispute with Burma, and ar,aln with Pakistan. 

One explanation in the Burmese case was that the Chinese conceded some 

territory, but obtained equivalent concessions from the Burmese and 

thus, as a whole, from the viewpoint of national interest, lost nothing. 

This explanation Reems to imply that if the Chinese will not lose 

much, thev will negotiate peacefully.  In the Pakistan case, however, 

a different explanation was given:  China needed Pakistani help to 

deal with India.  This seems to inply that from the rT^ater context 

of International relations, i.e., relations with third-party rations, 

we can understand the peaceful attitude of the Chincsr toward Pakistan. 

Then, are these explanations applicable to possible Chinese border 

disputes with North Korea or Outer Mongolia^  It Is doubtful because 

both explanations were not based on generalizations (Implied generalizations 

were readers' supplements, and not an author's assertion) between clarified 

concepts and thus cannot applv to other cases. Ve  do not know whether 

any two cases are similar without having common reference concepts. 

Furthermore, without specific theoretical bases, explanations 

can be made only by those who have expertise on th« context, history, 

and other relevant information of Chinese foreir.n behavior. 

A construct" Is defined as "a compound and/or complex 
abstraction, e.g., 'the state' or the 'presidency,' whose meaning 
is partially or exhaustively explicated in terms of concreta" (Crepor, 
1971, p. 368).  A construct "is not immedlatelv susceptible of direct' 
sensory observation, and in fact is no 'real' ....  Constructs 

?o™ in a™0ry nUSt  be defined for that purpose" (Wilier and Webster. 1970. p. 749). 

ammmmmmmtmmmmmmmmä^^^^^amm^mm^m^mmä -- ■ - ■ - 
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But suppose that we have a theory ,avlnR that a nation prefers 

peaceful negotiations to lUft, .measures with less powerful nations, 

-nd that she has the opposite attitude toward those „ore powerful. 

Then, an explanation hased on this theory Is reneral (applicable to 

any Chinese dyadic relations) and can be provided b, anyone who can 

measure the nower status of China and Its counterpart. 

Rccent'y. several useful theories have been developed In the 

field of international relations.3 w* these. Ru—l». fl.ld theory 

and status theory (I.aRos. 1963; Caltun,. 1966) are prominent In two 

senses:  both are general enough to cope with various aspects of a nation's 

behavior within one theoretical frame and both are systematically 

orPaniz.;d to meet all criteria of scientific theories.^  Field f eory 

especlallv Is formulated with well defined constructs and has an explicit 

axiomatic and mathematical structure speclfvin, the form of relations 

between a nation's international behavior and attribute distances. 

Both theories treat International relations as a social svstem In which 

interaction Is . consequence of social forces.^  St.tul tllcory postulates 

relatlonl^see Llebe/a^ 1 'T^^V ^^  in ^^ernatlonal 
see Rosenau (1966) L'sin^ (^72)^    ^^   ^'     A1S0 

followin^t1^ ^r^Wiflc T™  ^ ^f'1" Wil1 be V™  in ^ 
four conditions  J) there siolH

,e0ry   "  " 1CaSt me0t the ^"«^«8 
"•'ich are systemat aU^re ated 2)  «Trr  '"l"**?'   ^  ^  tVo) 
each otl.er. 3) at least one of thp I I  statemfnts Rbould not contradict 

of varlou^tLo^ra'reume'nt'rr' 5° ^  J" t™*1''  —^nization 
See Rummel. 1971 "•"-«»'■ based on social stratification. 

..mmUBH. ,,amwä—imittnmm  
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an individual or a nation's statufi as a basic behavioral force, while 

field theory defines attribute distances as the social force that 

determines a nation's behavior toward others.  In this iense field 

theory is the first and so far the only general scientific theory developed 

specifically to deal with international relations.11 

If that is the case, then how useful is field theory in studvinp 

■ nation's foreign behavior? What can we know by applying this theory 

in empirical research? The present studv wrs designed to give a partial 

answer to these questions. 

This study has two aims:  first, the assessment of the validity 

of the major theme of Rummel's field theory12 with China data; second, 

the development of an empirically applicable, general model of China's 

cooperation, conflict and interaction behavior based on field theory. 

Empirically applicable means that the model generated can bo utilized 

directly to get information about China's foreign behavior.  Ceneral 

The following articles are helpful in getting comprehensive 
knowledge of the development of field theory.  Rummel, R. J., "A Field 
Theory of Social Action with Application to Conflict Within Nations" 
in Ceneral Systems Yearbook, X, 1965. pp. 183-211; Rummel, R. J.. "Field 
Theory and Indicators of International Behavior," The Dimensionality of 
Nations Project Research Report No. 29, Honolulu, Hawaii, 1969; Rummel, R. J. 
U.S. Foreign Relations:  Conflict, Cooperation, and Attribute Distances " 

in Bruce Russett (ed.). Peace. War. and Numbers. Beverly Hills: Sage 
Publications. 1972; and Rummel, R. J., "A Status-Field Theory of Inter- 
national Relations,'■ The Diraenslonalltv of Nations Project Research 
Report No. 50, Honolulu, Hawaii, 1971. 

The theory is still In the developing stage; parts of it, 
therefore, are continuously changing, with the newest version belni 
railed status-field theory.  However, the malor theme of the theorv has 
been unchanged.  Hereafter, field theory. If not otherwise specified 
means the one in Rummel. 1965. and status-Held theorv mears tbe one in 
Rummel, 1''71. 

  -—— 
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means that the model Is applicable at any time point, under any 

circumstance and usinp; any object nation.13 

In this study, data were collected on measures of attribute 

distances and China's behavior toward all nations for five separate 

years between 1950 and 1965.  Sixty-nine variables for attribute distances 

and seventeen behavioral variables have h'»en selected, most of them 

from the variables list used by the Dimensionality of Nations (DON) 

project.  Some variables, however, have been added to cope with China's 

unique rerception and behavior, such as the percen-a^e of overseas 

Chinese in the object nation's population, and Chinese attitude toward 

other nations as reflected In the Jen-min Jih-pao.  In this study sovereign 

nations whose populations exceed 500,000 are Included as objects of 

China's behavior. 

II.  THEORY AS A TOOL FOR SCIENTIFIC EXPLANATION 

This study is an attempt to sclentlficallv explain China's 

cooperation, conflict and inturnatlonal behavior with the help of a 

theory, i.e., Rummel's field theory.  In the discipline of international 

relations, however, a theory is understood in many different ways.11* 

Depending upon their view on the role of a theorv, political scientists 

will have different arguments on what will provide a better understanding 

of current international relations.  Before discussing status-field 

theory, therefore, I will clarify my theoretical stance. 

Actually, the present study is an expansion of my previous 
one with the same aims (Rhee, 1971). Data points have been expanded 
from two (1955, 1963) to five (1950, 1955, 1960, 1963 and 1965) to 
investigate the relationship between the cross-time shift in both 
China's behavior and in the corresponding attribute distances. 

lu For example,   see Rapoport,   "Various Meanings of Theory,"  1958, 
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2.1 Structure of a Scientific Explanation 

In Reneral, description and explanation are regarded as the 

two objectives of a scientific enterprise. Description, however, 

becomes a meaningful scientific exercise only when It serves as part 

of an explanatory scheme.  Description as a cognitive enterprise 

means the Intellectual recognition of Inclusion and/or exclusion of 

certain phenomena within the class defined by a concept, a linguistic 

artifact.  Explanation, on the other hand, means an Intellectual 

enterprise that asserts understanding of relatedness among the class, s 

of phenomena by providing a logical nexus between the concepts. 

Therefore, explanations presuppose concepts and descriptions with the 

relevant concepts.  If there is no adequate concept that fits the 

explanatory scheme, new concepts may be created for the purpose.15 

Description, by Itself, however, by no means becomes explanation. 

Sometimes a concatenation of descriptions provide, an explanation.  In 

this case, however, it is an Implicit explanatory scheme that constitues 

the explanation, but not the descriptions £er se.  Therefore, descriptions 

that constitute parts of an explanary scheme only become Ch« oblective of 

scientific enterprise.  In this sense, we can say that the goal of 

science is explanation. 

As a science, the chief objective of international relations is 

the explanation of phenomena occurring in the realm of inter-nation 

relations which originate from human behavior.  What kind of explanation 

'-Wilier and Webster distinguish these newly created concepts 
from ordinary concepts by calling them "constructs."  For definition of 
a construct see footnote 7. 

■--■ -  ■"-'■-■■'   ■' •■ ■ 
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la most adequate? Before golriR Into detail, 1 shall review some basic 

explanatory schemes popular in the discipline.11 

According to Brown, explanation tvpes which most political scien- 

tists utilize are:17  1) genetic explanations "that provide a temporally 

ordered sequence of events that make the occurrence of the explanandum 

event intelligible," 2) explanations via intention "that invoke the 

actor's intention in order to render some human action," 3) explanations 

via reason "that advance an actor's reasons for undertaking some action," 

A) explanation via dispositions that employ "dispositlonal terms, which 

permit comprehension of an action in terms of Instantiating a tendency 

to behave in certain way," 5) explanation via function that "refer to 

the function of the explanandum event, illumlnatini» its systematic 

purpose in a Riven context," and 6) explanation vin empirical Reneralization 

"that appeal to empirical generalizations in order to subsuir.e the 

explanandum event under a class of regular occurrences." 

Though a detailed discussion of the merits and the deficiencies 

of each of the above explanation types is beyond the scope of this 

paper, I want ro  discuss one feature common to those six types.  What 

mnkes the above explanations?  It is none other thnn the underlying 

theories, whether implicitly assumed or explicitly cited, that allow 

us to accept a discourse as an explanation. 

My discussion will be limited only to the explanations that 
give answers to the "why questions" which scientists characteristically 
pursue.  According to Gregor, the term "explanation" in ordinary 
language generally refers to four major types of cognitive activity: 
1) coming to know the meaning of S; 2) coming to know how to do Z; 
3) exhibiting the grounds of P; and 4) coming to know whv P (Cregor, 
1971, p. 199).  It is the fourth type that scientists are pursuing." 

17 
Brown, 1963, Part Two. 

-        ■   - m^m 
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Let us take one example.  Whltlnf? explains why "red China 

did Intervene when the North Korean cause seemed lost In the Korean 

War" by examlnln* chronologically the events of the first four months 

of the Korean War.18 

1. Throughout this tine (the first month), domestic 
Chinese Communist propaRanHa repeatedly stressed, 
the North Korean people have their strugp;le" 

2. No material assistance was given (In the first 
four months) . 

3. ... It was not until mid August that Peking's 
flrft ambassador arrived In Pyor^vang, seven 
months after the exchange of recognition. 

4. In late September and early October, Peking 
notified the Indian ambassador that U.S. crossing 
of the thlrty-elgth parallel would bring China 
into the war. 

5. On October 7. U.S. «-orces crossed the parallel. 

6. Chinese Communists "volunteers" began crossing Yalu. 

From these ordered events, V/hltlng concluded that "... the 

sequence of Chinese Communist calculations and novenents indicates 

that North Korean territory as such was not the issue.  Rather it was 

the survival of a de Jure North Korean regime which motivated Chinese 

Communist entry into the war."19 

TTils type of explanation appeals to readers In genoral. 

The point I want to raise, however, is that it is not the concatenation 

of the events that makes his discourse an explanation.  It Is the 

theory or ReneraliZation presumed by the reader that makes it an explanation, 

Event 4 above (delayed arrival of Chinese ambassador at Pvongyang), 

for Instance, requires readers to supply notions as "between friendly 

18Whitlng, 1960, pp. 73-75. 

nIbid. 

- - ■ - 
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nations,  ambassadors «re exchanged pronptly after their recognition" or 

some equivalent,  before It becomes a meaningful  Indication of  the reluctancy 

of  the Chinese  Involvement. 

Whiting further advanced his explanation of Chinese  Intervention 

in  the Korean War as follows: 

The coamnlst clement was paramount In tlese deliberations. 
American assurances of  peaceful  intent toward China were rejected 
as Machiavellian maneuvers of  Imperialism, bent on destruction of 
Communism and domination of Asia.    Victory  In Korea would only 
whet  the imperialistic appetite for further  'adventures,'  perhaps 
in East Europe,  perhaps  In China itself.    America had  already 
reversed  its policy on Chiang Kai-shek,   suddenly thrusting its 
Seventh Fleet between Communist and Nationalist armies.     With 
General   lacArthur's visit  to Taiwan in August, and his expressed 
admiration for the Generalissimo, Mao Tse-tung had  surface 
evidence reinforcing his assumptions concerning the  Imperlalxstlc 
threat.20 

Again,  this argument  requires many implicit generalizations for it 

to be accepted as an explanation — such as a psychological  theorv stating 

that "one favorable result   (American victory in Korea) makes  repetition 

of  the same behavior more probable   (victory in Korea would only whet the 

Imperialistic appetite for further adventures)." 

The logical backbone of explanations,  therefore,  are  the generali- 

zations  (theory), whether expressed directly,  or implicitly assumed. 

When the generalizations employed  are assumed,  however,  some  serious 

problems arise.    First,  there  is no way to assess the objectivity of the 

explanation.    No one can guess or refer to the same generalizations 

involved in the explanation when  they are hidden.     Second,   if  there is no 

specific rule connecting various generalizations  into one meaningful 

logical array, no one can repeat  the same explanation for  the  same phenomena 

—  it means that whether one accepts  the explanation or not  depends solely 

?o Vhitin?,  Ibid..  p.   75. 

mmmm^— 



12 

on that Individual's feeling.  In other words, though parts of the 

explanation may be theoretical, the explanation as a whole remains 

atheoretlcal. 

The explanations via assamed theories (reader's feeling) can be 

accepted In dally conversations, but they cannot be scientific explanations 

that give us objective knowledge — the "knowledge that is construed as 

logically Independent of the particular state of mind of anyone who claims 

to possess it, independent, as well, of the society and culture of which 

its possessor is a member and of the psychic states of mind of any audience 

exposed to it and independent of anything other than the relationship 

between the proposition set conceived as embodying what is known and what 

is, in fact, the case."21 

The only explanation we can use to generate objective knowledge 

is, then, a theoretical explanation consisting of:  a set of general laws, 

a set of initial conditions (both are explanans) and the event to be 

explained (explanandum).  It is the general law that links the initial 

conditions to the events to be explained, and provides us with the feeling 

of understanding.22 

One thing to be pointed out here is that the law connects theoretical 

constructs, but not the concepts themselves. Theoretical constructs are 

concepts which are specifically defined for the purpose of a theory.  A 

construct is an abstract concept whose meaning is explicated in terms of 

concreta, or observable concepts.23  In a deductive theory, the law 

specifies the form of relation between ,. o constructs, one that is the 

2Gregor, 0£. clt., p. 205. 

22See Rudner, 1966, p. 60. 

23See Kaplan, 1964, pp. 55-6, 58. See also Gregor, 0£. clt., p. 368. 

u—m ^■—    —— 
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condition, .nd the other that Includes the explanandu». Then, through 

these generalized relations between the constructs, ve can Infer the 

relationship between a concrete event that fits the criteria of the 

conditional construct and another event contained in the class of events 

apeclfied by the construct or explanandum. 

Fron this analysis of a theoretical explanation, we can see that 

to explain means to subsume a unique event in more general categories 

which have specific relations between themselves. Therefore, logically, 

it is Impossible to build a theory in terms of concreta (observable 

concrete concepts) alone, because by doing so, the theory will lose the 

very generalizability that provides the explanation. 

2.2 Advantage of Deductively Derived Universal 

In the social sciences generally, and in political science 

particularly, there have been very few scientific theories.  One reason 

is that traditionally the primary concern of political science have been 

"unique" phenomena, unlike the nature sciences which have no interest in 

individual identities.  For example, physicists search for the condition 

under which water boils - water in general, not the waters of the Amazon 

or the Mississippi.  But political scientists, instead of looking for 

general conditiore for war between nations, ask "Why did Chinr. intervene 

in the Korean war?" So far as we focus our attention only on the uniqueners 

of events, it is impossible to formulate constructs which intrinsically 

deal with a collection of entities selected for similarities among the 

cases.21» I repeat here that it is generalization that giver us an 

objective explanation and that generalization is only possible with 

24 
For further discussion on the comparison between individual- 

level studies and aggregate-level studies, see Rummel, 1972, pp. 72-6. 

m—m 
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A •'   ,,,,,•",,  '"•   ,,'•  Wfllf  o»   MlMtlfll   .h.ory  In  lnt.rn.tloMl 

ItUlton. My  ...  .MH..«,.H   ... «1.I..I,.,   ,„   u„   taiMUM •MMAliMttoM 

"•,,UB,,,,V •' •" '" ■•"«•> •'••«"•  rr.,u..!,ly. pnlltlc.l .cl.ntl.t. 

,fli  r-1 y"»',n-«' "vUtlon „f Ik. p|1-niMMn.. th. ,uppo,ed 

• «•t. of .|„.|. or ,„,.!„ tr,tti of ,„hl|vlor lnductlv#ly wlth the hope 

th.t th.y roolU find high corr.Utlon. .«ng th...  If they .re lucky. 

th.y will h.v. . «od.l which r.Pr...nt. . g.n.r.llr.d colncld.nc. b.tween 

condition, mi  outpu...  N.v.rthel.... the .odel Is not expl.n.tlve 

b.c.u.. th. high corr.l.tlon «.y b. .Purlou.. .nd th. rel.tlon may not be 

a logical au.t.25 

An Inductive gener.llr.tlon c.n .1«P be considered as a universal, 

•nd thus function to expl.ln .nd predict.  But the scope of applic.bllity 

1. llmlt.d b.c.u.e Induction alone doe. not provide the Intra-rel.tlon. 

■«on« the concepts Included In the unlver.al stateaent. For cxa»Ple. fro« 

r.pe.ted observation., we c.n gener.te a universal that "thing, fall from 

. higher to a lower pl.ce" but obwrvatlons «lone do not provide us with 

the knowledge of logic.l nexus between the concepts "altitude" and "down- 

ward movement." Furtheraore, we do not know under what condition, the 

universal 1. true.-6  I. it true only on the e.rth or will it hold true on 

hut th.r. 4       ^      u  M°rri80n' 1971. PP- 6-7. They argue that "... 
ar* S3 i9*lvay*  th' dan8er "»•« 8U^ hypotheses (inductively derived) 
ULM/  ^^^und« the condition« under which the observed phenomena 
occurred.  Haying only an inductive hypothesis, one has no idea of the 
limiting condition« under which the hypothesis will hold true." 

th. inA  2^or
1
det«lled/dv«nt«ge8 of deductively derived hypothe.i. over 

the inductively derived, see Legg and Morrison, ibid., p. 7. 

... . .^...^ ... 
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the «,on. too? Induction .lone cannot provide the answers.  By the law 

of gravity, a hypothetlco-deductlve generalization, however, we know that 

the aa«. universal .tatement Is applicable on the moon, because the 

unlveraal explicitly asserts that "falling" Is due to a gravitational 

force generated among objects which have mass. 

Knowing the logical system from which the universal Is derived 

enable, us to sre even the effect of unobserved conditions on the 

Phenomena In question.  In the above example, for Instance, we know that 

If the .... of the moon Is different from that of earth, the velocity of 

the downward movement of the object on the moon must be different from 

that on the earth, since the l.w of gravity specifies the relation between 

velocity and mass.  In International relations studies, where ob.erv.tlon. 

•re u.u.lly lifted to very few cases, this advantage of the deductive 

generalization is decisive. 

2'3 ^ Llmi^^^f8^6? Unlv""1 ^VB and Actual Behavior: Limitation of Theorization 

It is ultimately Important to g.uge the practical limitation of 

theorization of human behavior when we formulate a new theory. As we have 

dl.cu..ed .bove. the backbone of a theory is a universal statement 

relating one concept to another no matter how the universal statement may 

be derived.  Generalizing fro. empirical instances is one way of arriving 

at theoretical univer.als. They may also be arrived at through intuition, 

imagination, insight, etc.  In any case, however, the universal statement 

should be based on common attributes of either entities or phenomena, 

because, by definition, a universal presupposes generality across all 

po..ible c..e. of the ..me kind. Nothing on earth is the same as another 

to the la.t det.il; it ».y shsre many .ttributes or ch.racteristics with 
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others, but loglc.lly. .till r«uln. unlqu«. A cone.pt. . llngul.tle 

artifact. 1. for«il.ted on the b..l. of .o.e .el.ct«! coMcn attribute, 

aero., plur.l c..e.. Therefore. . unlvereel .t.t.«e«t which define, th. 

rel.tlon.hlp between concept.. Ignore, the unlquene.. of th. CM«. The 

level of generality of concept 1. detemlned by the purpo.e for which It 

Is used. 

To what extent can we theorlre about human behavior In regard to 

international relations? What general th.ory c.n be applied to all nation, 

on the earth?  Though we cannot draw a clear deiarcatlon line between th. 

theorlzable real* and th. Impo.slble real», we know a ll.ltatlon for a 

general International relations theory Is where the co»onne.. of all 

nation ends. 

If we define a nation's foreign behavior as a reflection of hu«.n 

decisions made by the nation (mainly the deci.lon maker, but also .ub-unlt. 

or individuals), then, there must be Innumerable factors affecting the 

decisions including both the characteristic, of a nation common aero., all 

nations and the unique conditions specific to the nation. Therefore. It 

is impossible to formulate a general theory to cover .11 of a nation's 

foreign behavior.  As a result, we cannot explain and predict an event 

or « particular behavior with a general theory.  Question« auch a. "Why 

did north Korea invade South Korea on June 25, 1950. Instead of July 7. 

1951?" or "When will Chou En-Lai visit Canada?", thus, are unan.wer.ble by 

the theory. 

What a general theory tells .is is some basic laws that govern the 

s^b-structure or Unterbau of international relation«. The actual behavior 

of a nattor is based on this sub-structure with many additional other 

unique factora.  Thus, the final behavior may depart from what we expect 



'   ■■   -■■>■■■■   - '   ■  vwmHnmmvmmmmm ■ ■I^-»IP i«wi» m i mil     j 

17 

b«.«d on « general theory alone. The Unterbau, however, defines the range 

or boundary of decision choice, beyond which the behavior cannot deviate. 

The relation between a general law of International relations and actual 

behavior is like the relation between the law of gravity and the actual 

movement of an object on the earth's surface.  Before examining the 

terrain, we cannot say whether the waters of Lake Winnipeg will flow into 

the Hudson Bay or into the Atlantic Ocean  But the law of gravity leads 

us to assume that water flows from a higher place to a lower one.  This 

law delimits the possible alternatives for the actual location of the 

waterway. 

In International relations, the role of a theory is exactly the 

same.  We can easily say that in the next ten years, Nepal will not Invade 

China with military forces or Bolivia will not have a war with Yemen, 

without any consideration of the ideology of the decision maker or some 

other important factors, because we know that an extremely unfavorable 

power disparity in one case and great geographical distanc in the other 

will prevent such wars.  In other words, we know that laws such as "large 

discrepancies in military capacity discourage a weak nation from initiating 

military attacks against a strong one" or •geographical distance hampers 

the will for war" did not allow for decision makers any other choice. 

What political scientistS are doing in expanding beyond common sense the 

realm of a nation's behavior that is governed by such basic laws.  Good 

theories narrow the range of the unexplainable portions of a nation's 

behavioral variation, and allow better explanation and prediction of a 

nation's foreign behavior. 

Then, practically, when we are theorizing in International relations, 

where can we draw a demarcation line between the variance covered by the 

proposed generalization and the variance excluded a« th« unique part? 

■MMM 
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In social field theory, the line Is drawn analytically between the part of 

variance In total behavioral variance left for the actor's free will end 

that governed by a bio-eco-cultural field forced7  In field theory, 

behavior is viewed as a consequence of biological, ecological, and cultural 

field forces exerted on the actor in the field and the actor's free will. 

These forces are in the nat  of distances (to be discussed later) and 

determine the actor's behavioral dispositions. Free will is independent of 

these dispositions and an aspect of the actor's moral judgement. 

We can illustrate the relations in the following equation: 

BEHAVIOR - /(F + B + E + C) 

where F means Free Will; B, biological field forces; E, ecological field 

forces; and C, cultural field forces.  If we can determine the field 

forces that Include all these factors, then only the variance resulting 

from free will will be left as the unique part.28 And if we can assume 

some part of B, E, or C as unchanging for a certain duration of time, then 

that part will be regarded as constant in the model for the time being. 

For example. If there is no variation In the biological Impact across all 

actors, then the B will be constant In the above model. On the other hand. 

If we do not treat it In our theorisatlon, then part of behavioral variance 

affected by B will be Included In the residual. 

27Thi8 idea war conceived hy Ruanel. A fully developed philo- 
sophical argument on this Issue wUl be Included In Ruaiel. Forces of 
Man, Conflict and War (tentative title), now In writing. 

28ThlB left-over part wll! be the residual variance after we 
subtract the variance accounted for by the field theory model from the 
total behavioral variance. 
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Thus, in practice, the direction of our theorlzlnr effort Is 

to reduce the residual as far as possible „, addln, .ore .enerallz.tlons 

on the right side of the equals sl*n In the above equation.  It Is a 

contlnulnR effort of exploration of unexplained portions of behavioral 

variance based on the previous work.  The unexplored part. then, will 

constitute the outer bovnd.ry within which the left-over factors will 

operate. 

Status-field theory as a general theorv help. u. to und.r.t.nd 

•on* important aspects of the Unterbau underlying the actual behavior 

of nations.  Therefore, dl.crepancies between the prediction based on 

• ftus-field theorv and actual behavior -y b. found.  Such a discrepancy 

c-n be a .ign of the exi.tenc. of other factor, which are not contained 

In the »odel. And another auxiliarv theorv which will explain th. 

rel.tion.hip between the deviated variation of the nation's behavior 

and the .uppoaed factor, can be foliated in th. next atep of th.orimion 

process. 

III.  RUMMEI/S SOCIAL FIELD THEORY 

Ehilosophlc.lly. Rus-1'. soci.l field theorv is based on th. 

conc.pt of th. world .s a fl.ld. Ru-.l vi.w. social rsalit, .. ". 

field conslstln, of the attrihut.s of social «nit. and th.lr lot.r.ctions. 

Attribut., ar. thos. char.ct.ri.tlc. h, w» irh . .ocial «nit en b. 

dlff.rentl.ted fro. .11 oth.r aocl.l «nlta. Th. h.h.vior th.t .octal 

«nit. dlr.ct toward .«eh other .r. th.lr Infraction. (Ru^i. i968.t 

I». 26)." 

TI-or.tlc.UT. Ru».!'. ^«i.i fimU  th#ory ,„ rlRor0ttaly 

atr«ct«red. B.s^ on w.11 fom«l.t^ .xlo^. „ „«st«!«.. . l„ 
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which defines the form of Interrelationship between the behavior of a 

social unit and the relative attribute differences of that social unit 

from others.  The heart of the theory Is the basic mathematical equation 

representing the model of the relations defined by the above law.  The 

analytic system employed Is linear algebra, and many constructs In 

the theory are expressed In terms of linear algebraic concepts. 

In the following (Section 3.1, 3.2), I shall discuss both the 

concept, field, the core of field theory, and the concept, distance, 

introduce the model (Section 3.3) and discuss an extension of field 

theory, i.e. status-field theory (Section 3.4). 

3.1  Field as an Analytic Schema 

As Rosenau succinctly pointed out, the basic reason for retarded 

theorlsatlon in international relations la the lack of an overarch it-.K 

analytic schein« which links partial theories into one reneral theerv,-' 

Wit» out such a grand «cl.eo«. It is aluost impossible to understand th« 

whole of International relations no matter how nany excellent martial 

theories nay have been developed.  It la sinilar to a situation where a 

microscopic analv<iia of each tree in the woods fails to lead to ai v 

conception of the woods as a whole. 

In international relations, a nation's behavior la affected ly 

an almost infinite number of factors; various domestic forces, Che nat ire 

of the declalon-maklns apparatus, psychological factors of the declslor 

makers, contextual constrainCs gsnsraCed from the state of the broader 

system in w» Ich that nation belongs, and so on. Ucb Cheorv wich well- 

selected "arlaMfS may explain '-.or aspect of Che Cotal International 

?,$ee Rosenau, 1966, p. 32. 
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relations system, if the theory can successfully control the effect of 

excluded variables,  hut as in a jlRsav puzzle, without a Rrand analytical 

scheme we cannot discover the missing pieces between the explained 

portions of the international relation« terrain and the unexplored 

parts. 

One important merit of Che construct "field" can be found in 

ita role as the overarching analytic conceptual scheme for individual 

theories.  As Lewln ^scribed it. field theory it distinguished from 

other theories in its scope." Lewln said:  ". . . instesd of picking 

out one or snother isolated element within a situation, the imporlance 

of which cannot be Judged without consideration of the situation as 

s whole, field theory finds it sdvantageous. as a rule, to start with 

a characterization of the situation as s whole. After this first 

spproxlMtlon, the various aspects and parts of the situation undergo 

a more and «or« specific snd detailed analvsls.  It Is obvious that 

such asthod Is th« best safeguard against being misled by one or snothar 

alsawnt of the situation." 

An analytic conceptual schaaa Is "a conceptual schema composed 

of sets of definitions conjoined with a set of snalvtic or logically 

true sentences.••J»  In Ruaael's flsld theory, flald is th« conceptual 

schema which provides the overarching «tructur« within whlrh all 

theoretical statements of the theory are «panned.  In «tatua-ficld theory 

(equivalent of field theory axioms 1. : «nd 3). fUld Is defined by the 

following two «xloms. 

Lewln. 1972. p. 521. 

Gregor, o£. clt., p. 167. 
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Axiom 1: International relations Is a field consisting of 
all nation attributes and intcrartions and their 
complex interrelationships through titre. 

Axiom 2: The international field comprises a Euclidean 

^  f^f" definin* all nation attributes 
and a Euclidean behavior space definlnp all 
nation dyndic interactions. 

Axiom 1 defines the three oasic concepts which constitute 

the field:  nations, nation attributes, and between nation interaction 

(behavior). 

First, nations are the units of analysis In field theory (as 

well as In status-field theory). In International relations, there 

have been continuous controversy or what unit should be elected as 

. basic research unit.3? The probleri act(ial]y Ues ^  ^ ^^ 

of the term International relations.  How can we define International 

rel.tlon.? McClelland suggests that ••international relations Is the 

•tudy of Interaction« between certain kinds of social entitlc-s. 

including the study of Interactions letween certain kinds of social 

•ntitie.. including the study of relevant circumstances surrounding 

th. interaction.."^ Note that he did not specify the actors of inter- 

action, but left it open by saying "certain kind, of social entities." 

But con.ld.rlng that the phenomena we are studying Is Interaction between 

•ocl.l entitles across national borders and that Interaction means a 

con.ciou.ly determined notion tow.rd other entitles and that, empirically. 

•ovreln, nation .täte, .re the only existing units which ran control 

th. int.r.ctlon .t thl. moment of history, we m.st conclude that nations 

22 

,2Sce Sinper, 1969. 

^McClelland. 1966. p. 18. 
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comprise the domain of our study. 

Some may argue that International orRani2ations and individual 

persons be recognized as the actors in international affairs in certain 

cases.3^  Even though both international organizations and individuals 

sometimes have locus sIand1 in international courts and considering 

that international courts and some international organizations have the 

right to sign treaties with nations, they nevertheless have not the 

general capacity to determine their interaction with other units. 

In this context they cannot be regarded as the basic unit of analysis 

in international relations.  At this point in time in history, we can 

decompose the actions of international organizations into those of 

«ember nations, and the actions of any entity within a nation into 

those of the nation since the actions are all controllable by the 

national government.  In short, aation states are the only de facto 

subjects of the international system though there exist some d« jw« 

subjects other than nation states. 

Thus, we may take nations as the basic unit of analysis in the 

study of international relations and a field that comprises only nation 

actors is quite acceptable.35 

Now let us move to the other two basic concepts - attributes 

and behavior.  An attribute is a construct which characterizes the 

uniqueness of nations.  An attribute is defined by Rummel as "any 

description differentiating nations, like GNP. population, and area." 

23 

H* 
See Lee, 1958, pp. 53-69. 

35Field £££ se has nothing to do with the unit of analysis. 
Ue may construct a field of individual persons, or that of nation groups. 

■MMBI^MI tMMMMMMa 
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rh. tern, attribute defined here Is a genera) abstract concept that 

includes all possible variables that can differentiate one nation fro« 

others, no matter what aspect of nation characteristics thev may 

measure. 

Interaction between nations is called behavior.  Behavior is 

defined as any action of on. nation (actor) toward a specific other nation. I 

which then relates the two.  Two such nations form a dyad and the action i 

involved is a dyadic behavior. Actions of nations which do not aim 

at a specific objec: nation, therefore, arc excluded.  Rut it does 

not narrow the scope of field theorv from that of international I 

relations in Peneral, because by definition the domain of International I 

relations only Includes Interactions between nations and alreadv I 

excludes thac nation behavior without any nation tarret.  Th« term j 

behavior aRain is a general abstract construct which Is operational Led 

by all variables that describe a nation's action toward the object 

nation, 

When we use the nation as a primary unit, the theories in 

international relations, whether they arc simple or complex ones, must 

include propositions explainln* how a nation's behavior is determined. 

What can serve, then, as the determinants of national behaviors? 

First, without any doubt, ve can think of domestic forces which 

are "the wellsprin, of the state's inter-nation behavior."36  If we 

define behavior M a "consciously determined action with aim," it is 

a logical necessity to acknowledge the nation's characteristics or 

attributes as an important cause of the behavior, because the aim 

3lSee Guotzkow. 19M. p. b6. 

— 
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comprises the needs and motivations of the actor and, the needs and 

motivations are a reflection of the actor's characteristics. Thus, 

for Rummel, a basic proposition is that "the total behavior of a nation 

is dependent on or related to the attributes of the nation" (attribute 

theory). 

The second explanation for nation behavior is the difference 

in national characteristics between the actor and the object nation. 

The major argument for this explanation is that action (mov«mert) can 

be generated only when there are differences in the static forces 

exerted on two spots, and it can be said analogously that the difference 

in attributes generate the force difference.  This idea is well developed 

In various field concepts and serves as the foundation of Rumnel's 

field theory.37 This will be discussed further In the next section. 

The svstem context within which nations behave serves as the 

third explanation.  The state of the system at the time when a nation 

behaves toward a specific object nation becomes a conditional constraint 

on the actor nation.  For example, when the U.S.A. decided to withdraw 

her troops from Vietnam, the dispersion of nuclear weapons anting other 

nations, China's huge army, and the Russian threat to turopc might all 

have influenced the decision even though they are not dlr.-cllv related 

to the binary relation between the U.S.A. and Vietnar. 

The above three types of theories should subsume all theories 

in international relations so far as nation behavior la taken «a the 

dependent variable.38 

37 
See Rhee, 1971, pp. 34-42. 

As I mentioned elsewhere, th» field can be also defined «a • 
bio-eco-cultural one. This means thnt fUld forces are generated from 

38 

*^ 
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Now. let us re-examlno the third tvpe of theory. The International 

ay.ten, consl.ts of all nations and the transactions amon^ hen. The «t.te 

of the system, or the system context, means the Interrelated linkages 

.»ong the nation..  This implies that we can reduce the system context 

Into mutually interlocked binary linages,  lach binary linkage can be 

deacrlbed In terna of both the attribute distance (objective relation.) 

and the dyadic behavior (subjective relation., built by the actor', 

commitment).  Thu.. we can also expres. the propositions of the theories 

which use the .y.tem context in terms of attrlhute and behavior. 

With the three ha.ic concept. - nation (.11 unit, on earth), 

attribute and behavior - we can conclude that the fie d theoretically 

•nvelop. all de.crlptlons of nation, and all ir.er.ction. among nation.. 

Field .o defined, thu.. provides a unlverwl domain that contain, all 

po..lble linear th.or,tlcal argument, in the international relation, 

di.cipllne. 

Axiom 2 define, the .tr.icture of the field delimited in the 

flr.t axiom. The »ultm  My. that the timU  1. compo.ed of two Fuclidean 

■P-ce.. one for thm  attrlhute part, the other for the behavior part. 

!i« !' " I*"0" <intt■rn*, Phy-iologlcal condition of the actor) 
rZiill •Ct0rr ("t••rn•, Ph^"l conditlonn: and sorlo.^ltuJ:! 
h^i ^ 'T     ' r^1"111" r^-ed by acru*.lation of pilous 
otTr s"cU LrJ ;r "^l}"*'   institution, mode. cu,ton.. £ ST 
bI.eS ^ H?Jf ^^  !C): *• lWO ^•••"icatlon. of factor, are 
based on different criteria, an.' le does not mean that f.e three rroui>. 

end In another way mav work a. .vstcm context and so on. The only 
fector. actually excluded |a f r( r wl,i. An  „p,.,^ ,rlrfl! ^^ 
previous wet .on the current fUU f eorv nodrl dval. only with 

3i ^r ir*^b•havior•, •****»* -- s- ^ wm. SLTS hv 
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In the attribute space, nations are represented by points in r.uclldean 

space where all possible attribute variables are contained In vector 

for«.  In this space, we can describe the relative positions of nations 

vl.-4-vla variable vectors, as well as the Interrelationship among the 

attribute variable. (ln terms of th« size of the angles between vectors). 

In a similar way. In the behavior space, all nation dyads are 

represented as points and ehe behavioral variables as vectors. ARaln, 

the Interrelationships among the variables are described by the angular 

measures between the vectors. 

This axiom has two significant theoretical Implications. First, 

with simple mathematical oaetructs like point, vector, and angles, 

complex InterreUtlonehlp among various concepts can be described 

simultaneously, neatly and rigorously. 

Secondly, the axiom opens a path llnklnf the conceptual world 

of International relations to that of linear algebra with Its well- 

developed analytical deductive schemes. Defining n.tiors and nation 

dyads as points and attributes and behavioral variables as vectors In 

Euclidean .pace, the axiom Incorporate, linear algebra as a part of the 

theoretlc.l fra^vork of field theory. This mean, th.t International 

relations theorems based on the concepts defined bv the axioms of field 

theory can be deduced via linear algebra. 

For example, we know emplrlcallv that • nation's Oif,  population 

•lie, site of army, number of telephones per thousand population, and 

literacy rat. are mutually relate. Also. w.. with some hesltance. can 

•ay that there my  he on« or two basic varlabl.. underpinning .11 th..e 

other.. One. ..eh vari.bl. i. r.prcented hy vector. In . Fuclldean 

.pace, however, the above specular,«n can be easily cleared up with 
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In the attribute space, nations are represented by points in Euclidean 

space where all possible attribute variables are contained in vector 

form.  In this space, we can describe the relative positions of ..atlons 

vls-ä-vls variable vectors, as well as the Interrelationship among the 

attribute variables (In terms of the size of the angles between vectors). 

In a similar way. In the behavior space, all nation dyads are 

represented as points and the behavioral variables as vectors. Again, 

the interrelationships among the variables are described by the angular 

measures between the vectors. 

This axiom has two significant theoretical implications.  First. 

with simple mathematical coistructs like point, vector, and angles, 

complex interrelationship among various concepts can be described 

simultaneously, neatly and rigorously. 

Secondly, the axiom opens a path linking the conceptual world 

of International relations to that of linear algebra with its well- 

developed analytical deductive schemes. Defining nations and nation 

dyads as points and attributes and behavioral variables as vectors in 

Euclidean space, the axiom incorporates linear algebra as a part of the 

theoretical framework of field theory. This means that international 

relatlona theorem« based on the concepts defined bv the axioms of field 

theory can be deduced via linear algebra. 

For example, we know empirically that a nation's CNP. population 

•it«, sit« of army, number of telephones per thousand population, a.d 

literacy rate are mutually related. Also. we. with some hesitance. can 

My that there My he one or two basic variables underpinning all these 

others. Once each variable is represented by vectors in a ruclidcan 

space, however, the above speculation can be easily cleared up with 
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factor analysis, a well-developed algebraic model.  All derivations that 

are correct in the linear algebraic system, are also applicabli to the 

original international relations inquiry. 

So far, we have discussed the inner structure of the field. 

Then, what advantages do we have using a field concept in studying 

international i-latlons? Among others, the following three are prominent. 

First, tbooretically, we can cope with all linear variations in 

nations attributes and behavior simultaneously.  One problem we frequently 

encounter when wc are modeling a nation's behavior over some selected 

attribute varinbles is that we do not know how much of the possible 

variations in behavior are included in our model.  In Rummel's field 

theory, the fields are exhaustive, leaving no variations untapped.39 

The behavior of a nation, i.e., the movement of a nation point in the 

field is the function of the intensity of field force exerted on that 

point, which is the combination of all possible forces on that snot 

combined.  Field, thus, serves as a contextual reference wich which a 

model is compared to gauge to what extent of the possible variations it 

covers. 

Secondly, field defined as a Euclidean space with nations as 

points and variables as vectors, provides us with a clear configuration 

of the interrelationship among variables and nations in an exact and 

rigorous form.  Field concepts are not now.  Maxwell in physics, iewln in 

psychology, Wright in international rel.-itions have used the concept •♦O 

3 9 
The exception is the variation produced by an actor's free will, 

which is unique to the actor.  For further discussion, see the next section, 

For a brief discussion of each of these field concepts, see Rhee, 
o£. ci^t., pp. 3A-A2. 

M^^M   1 ■ 
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But it is Rummel's linear algebraic field that Rives us these nice faci- 

lities.  Interrelationship among variables being represented by the angles, 

the field space can accommodate a complexity of interrelations between 

concepts in international relations neatly no matter how many variables 

may be involved, since theoretically there is no limit to the dimensions 

in the space or the number cf variables we may deal with. 

The third advantage of field as a theoretical framework is the 

generality of the -oncept.  The concept field is an overarching conceptual 

framework within which all nation attributes and behaviors are accommodated. 

The field concept itself does not specify the kinds of variables to be 

included; it only provides the relationship among variables once they are 

Included. One notorious problem In international relations studies (as 

well as the social sciences in general) is the fragmentation of the 

Individual studies, that is. the lack of connection among studies.  For 

example, one study reveals the role of power discrepancies between two 

nations in determining the characteristics of the verbal conflict between 

the nations, while another finds that the level of economic development 

plays a great role In causing between-nation conflict.  Or, one international 

relations theory tells about mutual cooperation wMle another clarifies the 

relationship between power and conflict.  In these cases, we could not 

get the overall picture of internation cooperation and conflict unless we 

had a grand theory which would accommodate all these findings as Its parts. 

Field concepts provide this overarching frame.  With this capacity to place 

each research finding within a larger context, the field concept ran be 

compared to the coordinate system In Cartesian analytic peometry. 

-»^■■^-. ^   _.^...  
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3.2 nistance as a Construct 

In the field theoretical notion, the most Important construct is 

"distance."  As we have discussed above, in the field, all entities (nations) 

are placed as a point, and are differentiated from other entities hv the 

relative distances between the points.wl  Distance is, therefore, the 

essential concept for the structure of a field. 

The importance of distance, however, is its role in explaining the 

movements of the entities (nation's behavior) In the field.  In Rummel's 

status-field theory, it is axiomized that "between nation attribute 

distances at a particular time are social forces determininp dyadic 

behavior at that time" (Axiom 4). 

The field concept includes the notion of strength or intensity. 

Every point in a field has unique forces acting upon it.  These forces 

are determined by the field in the immediate nelRhborhood of the point. 

In Rummel's structure, the behavior of a nation toward a specific object 

nation (movement in the field) is caused by the field force acting upon 

the point the dyad occupies in the behavior space; the field force (social 

force) is determined by the aggregate sum of attribute distances between 

the actor and the object. 

Mow do we define distance in the field?  Rummel defines distance 

as the difference in value between two nations on an attribute dimension. 

All attribute variables are attribute dimensions if thev differentiate 

nations by that measure. 

The underlying idea of field forces being generated from the attri- 

bute distances is that in international relations there are fundamental 

More rigorously speaking, in field theory it is distances that 
factually exist, and the positions are calculated from the Interlocking 
distances   See Fxidington, 1957. pp. 6-10.  Similar arguments can he found 
in field theories in physics. 

w^mm *mm  "-'fcan.i i .1 
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condition. th.t fore. . n.tlon Into . reaction with . ll.it.d ,.„,. of 

deliberation. Consider th, effect of power dl.t.nce between n.tlon.. 

Anyone c.n „rgue th.t Nep.l will not .tt.ck Chin, «lllt.rlly In the next 

ten ye.r. for Nep.l h.s no power to do It. The ,re.t dl.cr.p.ncy between 

the two n.tlon. on the power dl.en.lon provide. . fund.^nt.l condition 

for the Nep.le.e decl.lon Mk.r. to umit  thelr dellber.tlon. (heret ne 

.ltern.tlve).  The l^gln.ry conflict between Bollvl. .nd Ye^n 1. .nother 

exa^le. With no n.v.l power .nd we.k .lr power for Bollvl.. geogr.phlc.l 

dl.t^ce I. the ultimate preventive condition for Bollvl.n .tt.ck on Ye«n. 

In this way. we can translate the condition, th.t dell.lt a nation's 

behavior Into attribute distance terms. 

In field theory, all these attribute distances are accon-odated as 

vectors in a space with the aid of the linear algebra, and the relative 

contributions of the attribute variables and the relationship a^ng the. 

can be measured clearly and slnply. 

One thing, however, should be mentioned In regard to the distance 

concept.  The field force generated from the attribute distances only 

serves a, an environmental condition under which leaders decide the nation'. 

policy.  It does not directly cause the nation's behavior.  This force 1. 

linked to the final beh.vlor via human deliberation.  The force. In short, 

binds the human decision within certain Imitation«.  Statlsllc.lly. the 

force explains part of the variance in a nation's behavior, leaving „om 

for human factor«.  Some portion of the left-over variance then will be 

covered by anothe: model or construct which deals with human psychology.^ 

4 Although Rumnel regarded the field theory model as a "conmlete" 

"ct" v*:^ ;ebeha:lorHand dld not leavfc ^ro^ ^"iLÄ* tactors. I ehlak we must understand that the model provides only the 

M——^» 
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■- ..h« ..rd..  IUU f.,«. u,.^. th. tU^Mma dtr.».,, 

.... mmt»*, ot ... b.,.«.., .. th. .„„. tmmmt Mr C(IOOM oth>r 

behaviors. 

3.3    Basic Model of FUld Thoory 

A. v. hav. dl.cu..1 .bov..  !„ ltoM th.or, th# h<|Blc ^^^^ 

(Mlk. MnoralLstio«) oo . „«ion', b.havlor 1. »b.^« «.tu. 

•ttrlbur. disunc. .r . P.rtlcuU. Urn .r. .ocUl  fore. ***** 

dr-ic b.K.vlor M  that  ti«"  (ftoM th.ory ^ 3, ^ .t.tu..fltld ^ 

«io. 4). or M rUtoroualr.  th. di.t.nc. vector. In attribut. .pac. that 

coonact nation, .r. .oclal forca. d.t.r,l„i„R tha location of dvad. m 

behavior apace. 

Th. funda^ntal  linkage bet-«, behavior and attribut.. propo.«! 

in fl.ld theory 1. 

Vj.k ■ .ijVi-j.t CD 

vb.re Vj>k 1. the k.th Ummim  of ^^^ ^ ^ u _ ^ icu^ ^ 

-tlon 1 1. the actor .nd nation | 1. the obj.ct. Th. t.r. d1  i 1. th. 

dlatance between 1 .„d J on th. t-th dl-n.lon of A-.p.c..   1"3,l 

1) The ter. ^^  in  the dl,tance vector ^  ^^ 1 to j ^ 

the t-th «tribute dl-n.ion.  If m  define nation 1'. v.lue m  th. ^ 

coordinate a, ^  .nd natlon ,., value ^     ^ 
J »l 

ba.lc conditional boundarle. for declalon maker-  -K. r 
• ttrlbute distancea cannot be dlrectlv „l«ed ^    .f"" ffü?»- fro" 
■MC be relayed by nuaan belne« -- de^I^   .  .'  •tl0n S beh*vlotJ i« 
framework,  m oZtST.^SS  then Ü  -«ker'a erccptlon and decl.lon 
deal« with the nature of the nit ion'^/V?  •n0ther klnd of th*ory *^ 
the basic forces in" "foreleg nn?i ! df:c •lo"--PP".tu. which translates 
"tatus-tield theory the con^"". ( :UCl2kov. 196*. P- 5(S).  m 
II-4 of thi. „aper      COn,,truct ^•t"-" Partly covers this part.  See 
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'•r «,u. «ta... „ „ „„ ^ „ kiiUoii ü s   ^^^ ^^ ^^^ 
«. " M1U-.M   ,. th.. c.... th. „..,.„. ,„, CMM ^ ^ ^ th! 

CW dlMnalon 1« calculated «a 

China-Japan,CKP " 77 " *2 • 35 (billion dollara),"• 

«. . .uu.r ,„„..„. „ c.„ c.lciilit# t|tt diitaiic# ^^ c(iiii> ^ ^ 
«.th., .ttrlbut. ltaM.10B.: >olluutloll dutint< > ^ >ullo^ 

^u»tm........ l7 .UUM ^ „ ^ M ^ ^ ^ ^ 
•M M ., th... „....„.. „. ,„. ^^^ of th< ^^^ ^^^ ^ 

«.k«« a Mtloii btlint In a «rtato wtf. 

2)    «aat. .ha ,„. ., ,. th. „„„„^ rariiict<r ^ ^ ^^^^ 

a—*m.    tach a..rlbu., di.t.„c. My h.v. . dlff.rMt ^^ ^ ^ 

-ac...M^.k.r. of ,.,„„„ 0.tlM<     rot K^U_ ^^ CMMM M> ^ 

«r, cacar,^ .b,ue th.lr .„„„,, „„^^ fro> ^^ ^ ^   ^ 

rata,..,, th. r.u,loo. dl.t.nct. ((llff.rMttM) ^ ^^     ^ ^ ^ 

th« ap.il(lc .„,„ „„„ ,„ Mch of ^ ^^^^ ^^^^ ^^^ 

3)    Th. .^o, , tmMm ,,.. „ ^ io ^ iu ittrttatt ^^^^^ 

(-«f.r.atly ....K^,  „ ord.r to utmuu th# ^^^^ ^^^ ^ ^ 

...rt«l on ,.„ „.(,„„ to d,,.,,,,,, hcr b,h,vlor 

»)    NMU,.  .h.  t.™ .^^ r.pr..,„,. „„, „,   th. .lÄ0U „, t(w 

...tar .f na..,, f. ^^ „ , m *, k.th b.hivlor ^^^^^ ^ 

»«ckatatn. 19M. p.  2»,, T.bl, j^ 

^Both flgura. ar. fro. th. UN Statlatical Yearbook.  1965. 
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B-.p-c  1„ fltld th,oryt „ m iin tbove th# ^^ ef ^^^ 

b.h.vlor I. d.fln.d .. . dj^d. . p.ir of n.tlon.f on, of ^^ dlrtct- htr 

b.h.vl0r tow.rd .noth.r (with our notation l*j. the „.tien 1 l. th. .ctor. 

•n<J J U th. r.c.l».r).  For «XMple. th. fact that Chin, g.v, 50 .Ullon 

dolUr. of .cono^c .Id to North Koro« (1955) 1. „ 

WChln*^. Koro«. «cono«lc aid " 50 ""i100 dollar. 

Equation (1) »Ivan abov. 1« in acalar for«. That M.na v« take 

one g.naral .la^nt fro-, tha Uft .id. .nd one fro. the right .Id. .nd 

•Kpr... the rel.tlon.hlp b.tv.n th«. or In oth.r word., the .qu.tlon 

denote, only one dyadic relatlon.hlp.  If we eKpreaa elation (1) In 

■■trlx (vector) for«. 1... for .11 • dyada. It becoM. 

"lixl " D«P 
Ppxl (3) 

where ^  1, the V-th dlmn.lon.l beh.vlor y.ctor of B-.p.c. which 1. 

co«po..d of th. MM behavior of all . dyad.. D^ i, the Mtrlx of the 

dlatance vectora. each colu« of which repre.enM .n .ttrlbute dl.t.nce 

vector for . dy.d.; .„d f^  1. . ..t of p weighting p.r.^t.r. e.ch of 

which correaponds to an attribute vector. 

If we define Dw na the weighted reaolutlon vector of all vectora 

In D where e.ch vector 1. weighted by corr.apondlng ai weight., th.n. 

^-D«. t«|D« (4) 

t-1 

where Dt 1« l-th vector In D. 

Geo«etrlc«Uy, the basic equation of field theory can be Ulua- 

trated aa In Figure 1. Here, the location of China', po.lclon 1. t.ken 

•• the origin of the coordln.t...  (Tn gcner.l. any point In «tribute 
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Stt«l product».in  (2) 

\ ''s      '' \ scvlar^l5, juntion 
matrix eq'iation 

population  (1) 

DP  »   (   I     a.d.    , t   1-»1,1,. ). 

w a'di-^ 

Ui-A' 

y / * resolution vector of D 

- D ■ resolution vector of weighted D  (i D ). 

I'W ■ DP « i.Ü ♦ a_D ♦ ... * a,ul  *  ...   ♦aDP 

Therefore,  the first  t'-rn of D    In a.d,   ,       ♦    ™_d ♦ad 
p 1  1-1.i 2  m.j    p--       atak*l,t 

* '•• * Vw.P ■ til •An. ,U"1 lM ■1-th t,,rn lr- til atdM.t 

* tr m k-th vector of W.     The j-t.h ele^nt of W^  is 
l*i,k' 

FIGURK 1 

anaraac Exra ssioa CF rut BASIC isjuAnoa 
OF  FIELD THKOHr 

MB 



36 

space may be chosen as the origin. The relative dl.tances among a 1 nation 

points are not affected i.y the choice of the origin.)  There are q dimen- 

sional vectors In W and each of them are related to nw In the form of 

equation (4).  if we expt?88 all the equations BS a single equation, we 

would have 

W   - D   P /ex 
mxq   mxp  pxq V3' 

Where mxl i8 one of the colunm vectors (k-th vector) of W 
mxq 

There are two different models developed by Runnel according to 

the different Interpretations of the weighting parameters.  In Model I, 

the paramters are the same across all the actors. This Implies that the 

unique experiences and capacities of each nation and the structures within 

them are Irrelevant to her behavior.  In other words, a nation's responses 

to the various kinds of distances are the same as all other nations. 

Furthermore, It Implies that the behavior of nation 1 to J Is the exact 

opposite of the behavior of nation J to i.-6  rhis obviously contradicts 

common sense. 

In Model II, the parameters are unique to each actor nation; thus 

the impact of each of the attribute distances on behavior differs according 

to each nation.  This Is the point where each nation's intelligence can be 

geared In.  Thus, for example, if China's attribute distances from other 

nations were the same as India's, the impact of these distances on her 

foreign policy still will differ from India's, due to her unique perceptual 

framework.  For this reason, Model II is preferable to Model I.  In Kouel 

Recall that a distance vector fo^  nations i and J is a difference 
Thus, when we reverse 1 and J we only reverse the sign on the distance 
vector.  Then, the behavior of 1 to J will only differ from J to 1 in the 
sign, and not the absolute value" (Rummel, 1969b, p. 18). 
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II,   the equation that llnka behavior and attribute difference  is. 

w l^.k-J^i-j.* (6) 

Here, a^  has replaced a^ in the equation of Model I, equation (2). 

In matrix form, the equation is 

W   «DP (T\ mxl   nncp pxl v J 

and for all q ' ehavioral vectors together, 

If   - D   P1 (R} mxq   mxp pxq ^0' 

where Ppxl and ?^^ are unique weighting parameters which represent each 

nation's  idiosyncratic decision-making system.     For convenience  the super- 

script  i will be dropped,  since  this study will deal with only one actor, 

China.    Then,   the complete model with residual matrix U  Inserted will 

look  like 

W -  D P + U (Q\ mxq mxp    pxq mxq v'' 

Hereafter, when I refer to field theory, it will be Model II, if not 

specified otherwise. 

Theoretically, this formulation would tell us that a particular 

behavior (e.g., negative communication) is explained by a certain subset 

of attribute distances (e.g., GNP, political distances, mtt ,), while 

another behavior (e.g., economic aid) la mainly explained by another set 

of distances (e.g., number of Communist party members, steel production, 

etc.) without specifying the interrelationships between these individual 

behaviors (e.g., negative communication and economic aid).147 

'*7For detailed discussion of this model, see Rhee, 1971, Chapters 
EX] and IV. 
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In thl. «odel. the weighting p«r«.ettr> P My be undcr.tood at the 

actor's unique "declslon-fr.mework" which repreeent. the ccblnatlon of 

both the perceptual framework and the ay.te. of behavioral choice, since 

this Is the only set of Para»eters which Indicate the actor'a Idlosyncraclea, 

When we apply this model to an empirical study, we need to evaluate 

the P matrix of equation (9).  Since this »odel require, an analy.ls of 

the relations aiso ,g a single criterion meanure (k-th behavioral vector) 

and two or »ore predictor measures (p attribute distance vector.), the 

value of P can be determined by employing the least-square. ..tlmatlon 

technique, a standard solution of a multiple regrea.lon model which will 

provide the best unbiased estimate of ^.M This formulation (equation 

(9)) Is called the multiple regression model of field theory (MRM). 

Another version of field theory Model II Is the canonical regrea.lon 

model (CM).  In »rief, the ba.lc difference between the two I. that 

instead of relating individual vector, (k-th  vector - W^) of R-space to 

the resolution vector of the welphted distance vector, of A-sPace (Dw) In 

the form of a multiple regre.slon. In the canonical r.-gre.alon model (CUM) 

the welRht>d resolution vector of q dimensions of H (F-sp.ce ba.lc dimen- 

sional vectors) is related to Dw. 

The scalar equation of the new model, then, Is 

«I P 

where B^ is the weighting parameter of the k-th behavioral dimension of 

W.  In matrix form, the equation is 

141 For the conditions and mathtmatical derivations for the .elutlon 
of the multiple regression model, see Jihn.ton. 1963. pr. lOR-U«;  and 
Cooley and Lohne.. 1962, pp. 31-15. 

MftMB». ^—i^^i   
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(11) 

wh*r* Q^  i• th* *«trlx of B paraacccra for all 9 dlacnalona. 

Technically, we ara forminji two coapoalte varlataa, varlaca (V) 

out of p dlatance dlaanalona of D, walKhtlnR aach p dlaonalon by P, and 

varlatc (Y) out of q dlaanalona of W, weighted by Q, and. than roUtlag 

thaaa varlataa. Thla ralatlonahlp la llluatratad RaoMCrlcally In Figure 

2. 

Theoretically, with thla -odel, the paranetera of P ara the actor'a 

unique perceptual framework of attribute dlatancea,,•, which la foraulated 

by Ita hlatorlcal background, value ayatea, cultural herltaga, etc., and 

the parameters of Q the unique behavioral framework or «yatem 0/ behavioral 

choice which differently emphasizes each behavior when given forcea are 

applied. 

To apply thla model to China's behavior, we must evaluate both P 

and Q empirically, or aolva Q and P of the following equation 

WQ - DP * U (12) 

Y - V + U (13) 

Note that by a unique perceptual (or behavioral framework, it 
la not aeant that an actor ha« only one such framework.  It means that an 
actor has a set of frameworks, each one for a particular beb .vlor pattern. 
Pot example, to determine the Intensity of negative communication toward 
an object nation, the actor nay be guided most by distance while for a 
trade behavior. It may show the greatest sensitivity to the dlatance In 
economic development.  If we use canonical regression analysis to delineate 
theoe nnlque perceptual (and behavioral) frameworks, we shall have q sets 
of different unique behavioral frameworks, where q is the dimensionality 
of B-space. 

Mi 
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vh.r. W «i D .re known, .nd U 1. the r.ndo. error uncorr.l.ted with .„y 

of the variables In D. 

A aolutlon 1. po.albl. if w  put the follovlnR regtrlctloniI on 

the equation50 

41 

Y,h Vg " ««XIBUB correlation when h - g 

Y,h Vg 
- 0' wh«n h «< R 

T,h \  ■ VK v. - 1 

(U) 

h 'h 

Th. aquation (12) with r.atrlctlon. (14) 1. the canonical regre.- 

•lon «»del5» and ve c.n 8olve for the hmt  ^^^ Y ^ v ^^ w ^ D 

««Ploying canonlcl analy.l.. Then ••V(-DP) will give the para-eters of f 

beut in the aenae of minimizing U. and Y(.WO) will give the behavior 

dimensions  of B having the best correlations with attribute differences 
D."52 

The canonical analysis ,lves us q difJerent canonical equations.53 

each of which maximizes the correlation between the paired canonical 

varlates (Y, and Vg) under the restriction that each pair is orthogonal to 

all other pairs. In other words, the first canonical equation gives the 

highest possible correlation between the first composite score (varlate of 

distances (vp and the first composite varlate of behavior (Y^. The next 

composite varlate of distances (Vj) and behavior (Yj) which maximizes 

50See Rummel. 1969b. p. 24. 

tlons ele^otenw"0^;1 "8re88ion model «^ its mathematical derlva- 
^•JTc^Sl;."35' HOOPer' 1959' C001^ and Lohn-. W2. Anderson. 

52Rummel. o£. clt., p. 24. 

canonical^Iv^ ^ Palr9 S canonlcal varlates which come out fro» a canonical analysis Is q or p, whichever is the smaller. 

mt -   
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the correlations of the remainder of the total variances (the unexplained 

portion of the variances which Is Independent of those explained by the 

first canonical equations) after the first equation had explained as much 

as possible, and so on for the third to q-th equations. 

Then ho« can we fit this model to reality? I Interpreted the 

model In the following way:  The whole decision space of the decision- 

makers, which includes both the inputs (targets of perception; here these 

are attribute distances between the decision-maker's nation and other 

nations) and outputs (decision result; behavior), may be decomposed Into 

many subsnaces or substructures of the decision process.  For example, for 

military aid to other nations Chinese decision-makers would consider mainly 

economic distances and political systems rather than literacy rates, 

language difference, and Catholic population.  In detennininK the behavior 

concerning student exchange, however, language difference, and technical 

distances may emerge as major considerations.  Here we may say that the 

first pattern of relations is a political subset of the behavior structure 

while the latter constitutes a cultural ubset. 

Each substructure of the behavior pattern is represented by each 

of the canonical equations of the model.  In this sense, equation (11) is 

one of the subsets of the whole model which contains q number of subsets. 

We then can express the general CRM In the following form, 

WO"DP+]T /ic\ 
mxq yqxq  "mxp  pxq T mxq' C1^) 

I called this new model the Canonical Regression Model (CRM) of 

field theory.5"4 

,1 .    Technically speaking, the MRM Is a special case of the CRM where 
all ß coefficients except for one, the k-th parameter 3. are zeros.  In 
other words  if we glvP another restriction 6. - 0 if kN» number of the 
equation (10) will degenerate into k 
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As discussed above, the MRM lias one decision framovork and the 

TRM has two — perceptual framework and behavioral system -- and this 

means that the decision framework in the f!Rl! Is decomposed into two 

separate systems in the TRM. 

Roth the MR]f and the CRI! have merits and disadvantages. To 

dclinei-te f'hina's unique foreign nolicy structure (behavior pattern), 

however, the CR^I is better and thus will be used here.^5 

3.4  Status-Field Theory:  A Derivative 

As we have seen, field theory has an explicit axiomatic and 

mathematical structure specifying the form of relationships between 

international behavior and attribute distances, but it does not indicate 

which specific behavior is a consequence of particular attribute 

distances. ""^  Field theory therefore appears to be a mathematical skeleton, 

"barren of substantive meaning and implications."^7 

The most recent attempt to derive a substantial theoretical 

statement that links a specific behavior to specific sets of attribute 

which la the multiple regression model.  This is only true when W and D 
are orthogonal matrices.  If we use factor scores ("obtained from the 
orthogonal varlmax rotation) instead of raw data, '..' and D are orthogonal. 

JTo prove this, a lengthy marhematlcal discussion is required, and 
the proof Is omitted here but appears in Rheo, 1971, Chapter IV. 

J&Although empirical tests have determined many specific relations, 
the theory itself does not propose these relationships.  Kor some emprical 
findings, see Rummel, 1969, 1971, 1972 and Rhee, 1971. 

57 Rummel,   1971,  p.   2, 
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distances within a field theoretical framework is the development of status- 

field theory."8  Tn Ftatus-field theory Runrv.el incorporated the hasic 

theoretical statements of status theory'39 into the analytic framework of 

field theory. 

In Rummel's status-field theory, status is defined as the followlnf; 

Gtnerally, all social systems are conceived as stratification 
systems baaed on the division of labor and differential social 
characteristics.  Stratification is an orderlnp of individuals 
or nations on some esteemed, desirable characteristics and an 
individual's position in this ordering Is his status.  Contem- 
porary sociolop;istp consider the major status characteristics 
of societies as wealth (or privilege), power, and prestige; a 
person's wealth, powir, and prestipc comprise his statuses and 
lils combined vealth, power, and prestige Treasure his local 
Status — his rank — in society (Rummel, 1971, p. 7). 

flatus is pn analytic construct designed to measu-  an individual 

or a nation's relative location on a specified dime- ion.  Two criteria 

are hasic to the meaning of the status:  ordlna1 differentiation and the 

desirability of upward change on the scale. 

A concept by definition differentiates one rronp from others 

based on one or more meanings or criteria.  One meaning of the construct 

status lies in its ordinal discrimination of objects.  There are many 

concepts (or variables) that classify entities into ordered classes by 

definition (e.g., size of nation, height of man).  Status Is distinguished 

from these intrinsic ordinal variables by Its second meaning; dcslrablHty 

of upward change. The o'-ject to he classified should desire upward chnnge 

along the given scale fit is the desire of the object, not the desire of 

C Q 
a Tor a complete diacussion of status-field theory, see Pummel, 1971. 

'Status theory referred to here is not a nnrticular theory.  Rather, 
it is o sot of basic themes which Rurnmel extracted and reorganized from 
various sociologica1: and international relations literature.  For further 
discuss-'on, see Runnel, 1971, pp. ^-8. 
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the observer).  In this  sense, status Inevitably Includes value judpencnts 

of the objects to be classified.  This means that the construct status is 

a psychological variable.  In other words, with status UP deal with human 

motivation directly. 

One basic difference between human behavior and the mechanical 

movements of unconscious material entities is that human bcinps rhoose 

their behavior according to their Judgement, while the others do not. 

AlthouRh human deliberation is bounded by the field force exerted on Its 

location point in the field at the time, it has a significant ranpc of 

alternative choices that would result in different behavior.  More slmplv, 

human decisions link the field force to the final human behavior.  As a 

result, without copinp with human deliberatlor, we cannot make a complete 

explanation of human behavior (both individual and proup lehavior). 

The construct ntatus simplv depicts a universal human psychological 

tendency, and this tendency Is oriented in re specific attribute differences, 

Thus, status per se 1? a model of human behavior. 

With the status concept, then, ve car. generalize the pattern of 

human reaction to a given field force, and shall be able to explain and 

predict human behavior under a given condition.60 

Status theory postulates a basic behavioral force generated from 

differences i  r.tions' statuses.  Here all social svstems are conceived 

as "stratification systems based on the division of labor and differential 

-w-cial characteristics" (Axiom 3).  Stratification is an ordering of 

'gWrig,ht has a similar argument:  "The hrbavlor of human beings is 
conditional on their environmental situation, and discovering the forms of 
rclatlor.l between specific patterns of mvlronwntal conditions and patterns 
of the actor's behavior is essential in order to explain and predict the 
behavior" (Wright, 1955, p. 499). 
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individuals or nations on sonc entecDed, desiraMe characteristic and an 

individual's position in tl.is ordurln* Is his status.  Wealth, power, and 

prestlpt- are three major status .linenslons and a nation's combined 

wealth, power, and prestige measure the nation's total status (rank) in 

the international system. 

Two hasic behavioral propositions have been posited:  the first is 

that hlrh status nations Interact more with others than do low status 

nations, and low status nations direct behavior upward in the status 

hierarchy; the second proposition is that status dlseouillbrated nations 

~ those high on some statuses and low on others — will be frustrated 

and under stress, potentially leadlnr to Internal or external conflict. 

To incorporate these status theory statements into the field 

theoretic analytic scheme, 'lummcl added six new axioms to the three 

original field theory axioms.01  As a result, »tatUB-field theory has 

the followinr, •»ire axioms (F. ori^lna] field theory axioms; S, additional 

axiorar.) . 

Axiom 1:  International relations Is a /leid consisting of 
all nations, their attributes and interactions, and 
their complex interrelationships through time.  (F) 

Axiom 2:  The international field is a Euclidean attribute 
space defining» all the attributes of nations and 
a Fuclldoan behavior space defining all nation dvadic 
interactions.  (F) 

Axiom 3:  Trternational relations la a stratified social 
system.  (S) 

Corollary 1:  Status is a continuous variable. 

Corollary 2;  An attribute space position defines T nation's 
relative status. 

Corollarv 3:  A nation's elite Identify with their rank and 
status configuration. 

1 

A discussion of the theoretical arguments on these axioms is 
omitted here.  See Pummel, 1971. 
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Corollarv 4:  Status Inconf-rupncc between nations \   and j Is the 
distance vector between their status vectors on a 
status illmenslon. 

Axiom A: Between nation attribute distances at a particular 
time are social forces deternlnlnp dvadlc behavior 
at that time.  (K) 

Axiom 5: Some behavior dimensions are 1inearlv dependent on 
status.  (S) 

Axlorn ft; Status behavior is directed toward higher ranking 
nations, and the prenter a nation's rank the more its 
status behavior.  (S) 

Axiom 7:  i'iph rank nations support the current international 
order.  (S) 

Axiom 8:  Nations emphasize their dominant status and the other's 
subordlnant statuses In interaction.  (S) 

Corollary 5:  Status disequilibrium causes cognitive dissonance. 

Corollary 6:  Common statuses between nations provide them with 
similar interests and a cnmmiinlr.ation bridpe. 

Corollarv 7:  The more two nations are status incont»rucnt, 
the more their rolationshlns are uncertain and 
the more lnconp,ruent tholr expectations of each 
other's behavior. 

Axiom 9:  The more similar In economic development status, the 
more nations are mutually cooperative.  (S) 

Based on these axioms, Rummel deduced thirteen theorems to 

explain status dependent cooperation and conflict between nations.62 

Among them the following six are directly related to the cooperation, 

conflict and Interaction behaviors and thus, will he discussed further 

in the followinp; section:  Theorem 6, Cooperation Theorem; Theorem 7, 

Conflict Theorem; Theorem «, nconomically Developed Conflict Theorem; 

Theorem 9, Economically Underdeveloped Conflict Theorem; Theorem 10, 

Economically Developed Status Behavior Theorem; Theorem 11, Economically 

»All thirteen axioms are Riven in Appendix I.  For the derivation 
of these theorems from the axioms, see Rummel, 1971. 
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Hnderdeveloped Status Behavior Theorem.  (For the contents, seo 

Appendix I.) 

IV.  CHINA'S F.XPECTnr RFHAVIOR:  D9XKICAL IMPLICATinNS OF FIKLU 
TVFOPY AN1) STATIS-FIFLI) TJIF ORY 

So far we have flown hl^h In the sky with the abstract theoretical 

aspects of fiold theory and status-field theory.  Now. let us come down 

to reality on earth. As stated in Section II. our throrlrinr effort 

hM only one purpose:  to have ■ better undcrstandlnr of the reality 

we encountei in the world.  Thus, a theorv should ho evaluated for its 

applica.ility to reality.  For Instance, in international relations, 

a theory should explain a nation's behavior, and predict its future 

behavior.  What. then, can flftld theory and status-fi.-hl theorv say 

about China's foreign behavior?  In this section, cnplrical in^licatlons 

ot field theory and status-field theory for China's foreirn behavior 

will be discussed. 

A.l Pattern delations P.etween China's Reh^vior and Her Attribute 
Distances from Other Nations 

In Section III, wc have already stressed tKit field theory per sc 

does not provide us with anv substantial emniricnl statnwnta on the 

relations between a nation's behavior and her attribute distance from 

other nations.  The theory onlv tells us that behavior patterns are 

linearly related to attribute distances. 

To recapitulate, the moJcJ of field theory 

H  o  - n  ]>      + i 
mxq  qxq    nxp  pxq    nxq (15) 

Rives us q number of canonical regression equations, each of uhich repre- 

sents the patterned relations between a riven set of behavior and attribute 

distances. 
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THo welphtlne, parameters P (for V,  dyadic behavior) and P (for 

D. attribute distances) represent a nation's "behavioral preference 

systenT and 'perception framework" respectively,  because 0 and P are 

formulated by th. actor's historv. traditions, prevailinn value system. 

Ideolorv, etc., ve can assume that they will not chanBe sirntficantlv 

in one or two decades. 

Thus, once o and P are determined for anv Riven actor nation, 

then we can have models which show the empirical substantive pattern 

relationships between behavior and the attribute distance,  fuppose 

we have the followinp pattern model for China: 

.88 negative communication + .46 trade = .07 power distanco   (r = .99)." 

This equation shows that approximately seventy-seven percent614 

of the variance in China's nepative communication behavior and eleven 

percent in trade activities are explained mainly by one attribute distance 

- power disparity.  The model tells us that the amount of Joint behavior 

of China's nepative communication and trade directed to an object nation 

(this constitutes a behavioral pattern) is a function of their power 

distance.  This means that the more powerful the object nation, the more 

hostile Is China's communication, with more trade between the two nations. 

For instance, the Soviet Union is far more powerful than China and thus 

is expected to receive hostile communication from and to trade heavily 

with China. 

,ncr     3ThlS c''uation ls one of «-he actual finding« for China with 
195J data.  See Rhee, 1971. p. 140. 

uThe figures in the illustrated model arc product-moment 
correlations and if we square them and multiply them by 100, we can find 
what porcentare of the variance in the correspondinp variables are 
depicted by the plven pattern equation. 

■■ '   ■ •"— ■ ■' 
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The parameters (0 and P) in the model are left to be determined 

empirically; we cannot deduce them from the theory Itself.  In this study, 

the parameters will he estimated with the actual data of China's 

behavior for 16 years (1050 - 1965) toward all sovereißn nations and 

the actual attributes of all those nations (see the followinr, section for 

data). 

A.2 China's Fxpected Cooperation, Conflict and Interaction Behavior: 
Hypotheses Generated From Status-Field Thcorv 

As we briefly discussed In 3.A, the malor themes of status-field 

theory are: 

1) the hitther the joint rank, of the actor and the object nation, 

the more cooperative their behavior (Theorem 6); 

2) for economically developed actors, status-dependent conflict 

behavior is negatively correlated with economic development distance 

and positively correlated with power distance, while for economically 

underdeveloped actors, the correlations have opposite slRnn (+ for 

economic development distance; - for power distance (Theorent 7, 8, 9)). 

3) for economically developed actors, the status-dependent 

interaction (cooperation and conflict combined) is neRativelv correlated 

with (and only with) power lnconj»ruence, while for the economlcall/ 

underdeveloped actors, the Interaction is nepatlvely correlated with 

(and only with) economic development inconpruence (Theorers 10, 11). 

To understand the empirical implications of these theorems, 

first of all let us clarify the meanings of the concepts involved. 

Cooperation:  This is an analytic construct.  It Is not a varicble in 

the ordinary sense.  Cooperation is a behavlor-spnce cluster of hiphly 

intercorrelated cooperation vectors (cf. Theorem 6).  The content of the 

term is not specified by the theory; it is determined by t^e actual 

- 



■ i ■   iwiji mil l^^ 

I 
51 

opcrationallzatlon process.  In this studv, the construct "cooperation" 

v;ill be the basic behavioral factors on which most of the cooperation 

variables are highly loaded. 

This means that there may be more than two separate clusters 

of cooperation variables which can be named cooperation behavior.  In 

other words, there can be different kinds of cooperation factors. 

Furthermore, anonp these, some cooperation factors are status-dependent, 

wliil« the others are not.  In status-field theory, only status-dependent 

cooperation behaviors are to be explained by status inconpruence. 

Therefore, we can say that status-field theory is applicable only to a 

subspace of the total behavior space which comprises only status-dependent 

behaviors. 

Then, what are cooperation variables?  Cooperation is any 

associative dyadic behavior.  It includes "such private international 

behavior as tourists, student movements, migration, mail, exports, 

telegrams, and telephone calls; and such public International relations 

as treaties, economic and military aid, state visits, international 

conferences, international organization memberships, extensions of 

diplomatic recognition, and exchange of ambassadors" (Rummel, 1971, p. 55). 

Conflict:  The construct conflict is a behavior-space cluster of highly 

intercorrelated conflict ectors. This will be Identified with a 

behavioral space factor on which most of the conflict variables are highly 

loaded.  As there mav be more than two cooperation factors in behavior- 

space, there may also be more than two different kinds of conflict 

factors, each of which represents clusters of similar conflict variables. 

Again, among these conflict factors, some of them are status dependent, 

while the others are independent. 

MMMMBau-^^- ^   
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Interaction:  This Is a neutral concept which depicts all Unds of trans- 

actions between two nations.  Thus, Interaction Includes both conflict and 

cooperation behavior.  In Ruimnel's view, cooperative and confllctful 

behavior are not necessarily separate behavioral dimensions by themselves, 

but may be fused into one interaction dimension, although cooperation and 

conflict form distinct clusters of behavior.C,J  I.mpirirally, the two 

kinds of behaviors form separate orthoponal factors.^ I'owever, they 

have similar projections onto one behavior dimension.  Accordingly, this 

dimension equals the vector sum of cooperation plus conflict, each 

weighted about equal.  In status-field theory, the concept status behavior 

(Theorems 10, 11) is defined as the vector sum of status-dependent 

cooperation and status-dependent conflict. 

Now, with these concepts in mind, let us reexamine the six 

relevant theorems of status-field theorv and try to deduce hypotheses on 

China's cooperation, conflict and interaction behaviors. 

Cooperation Theorem 

The cooperation theorem says "the hip.her the joint rank of 

nations 1 and j, the more cooperative their behavior." That is. 

CVj ■aildi-J.l + a12dl-j.2 <16> 

where CO^. is a behavior space cluster of hipMy Intercorrelated cooperation 

vectors.6  The cooperation theorem is derived fron a conHnation of the 

65Sec Rummel, 1971, p. 79. 

66See Rhee, 1971, pp. 113-4. 

In Rummel's original version, the slr.ns In the equation are 
reversed.  Rummel defines dj . " ^ - ^ where S, and S.  are statuses of 

1 and 1 r^spectivelv.  But I rndefinod d   " S. - S. to retain consistence 

with my previous works.  This sipr. rnvorsion also applies to both the 
conflict and the interaction theorons. 

MHM^__ ~__iMaa 
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St.tus-Ouo Axlon, (Axmn, 7) which says "high rank nations support the 

current International order" and the Rank Cehavior Axlo. (Axiom 6) which 

savs -status hchnvlor is directed toward high« rankin. nations and the 

neater a nation's rank, the more its status behavior." Rut Axlo. 5 Is 

also necessary to pot the linear equation of the theorem. 

From the definition of status, wc see that every nation desires 

an upward chanRe in her status, and once achlevlnR it. wants to maintain 

It.  If the existing international system provides a nation with a hiPh 

status, then It is natural for that nation to attempt to maintain the 

system through cooperative hehavlor. 

Thus, status-dependent cooperation behavior should be directed 

toward higher ranking nations and the Rreater the object'■ rank, the 

more intense the cooperation, according to the Rank Hehavlor Axiom. 

And the decree of cooperation is linearly related to the status difference 

according to the Status-Dependence Axiom (Axiom 5).  Thus we have the 

cooperation theorem, CO. . = ^.d     + r,    t\ , u~ 
t*J   11 l-j,l + a12dl-J 2« wherc subscripts 1 

and 2 denote the two status dimensions, economic develonm.nt and power, 

respectively; d. the distance from i to j on the status dimensions; and 

«. positive parameters.  If we apply this theorem to China's cooperation 

behavior, we have the following hypothesis: 

C^ejratlon Hypothesis:  the more economically developed and 
the more powerful the object nation, the more China's status- 
dependent cooperation behavior Is. 

Conflict Behavior 

The derivation of the atetut-dependent conflict behavior theorems 

of status-firld theory (Theorems 7. 8. 9) is very complicated; various 

status related theories are combined into a lon^ logical chain which fits 

into the field thr-oretical frame. A brief sketch is given below. 

m mmmm mm 
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Tn status theory, international relations is viewed as a stratified 

social system (Axiom 3), and economic development and power are the two 

status dimensions (Definition 2).  The distances between nations on 

these two status dimensions define their relative statuses (Corollary 2), 

and the difference between the two status difference vectors W^.j^ " 

d   -) is the status incon^ruence between the two nations i and j 
i_J »'- 

(Corollary k). 

The two status dimensions are linearly independent and thus a 

nation's relative status on one dimension may differ from that on another 

dimension.  The difference between the two relative statuses is defined 

as a nation's status disequilibrium (Definitior 5). 

Since all nations emphasize their dominant status and the 

subordinant statuses of others in their interactions (Axiom 8), status 

disequilibrium produces cognitive dissonance (Corollary 5).  lor instance, 

if nation i. with a hlrh status on power and a low status on economic 

development, interacts with nation J. I will emphasize its hiph status 

on power, but j will emphasize i's status on economic development. 

Accordinr, to Rummel, cognitive dissonance motivates an actor 

narion to balance Its behavior and status while still preserving its 

hiKh status, i.e., by altering either the lower status upward or shifting 

the object's emphasis to the hiphcr one.  Rut both are practically 

impossible, because status cannot be increased ear.ily nor tan the actor 

control the object nation.  As a result, the actor's positive behavior 

toward the object tends to turn into neratlve behavior to compensate 

for the object's hi<»h status.  Thus, the status-disequilibrated nation 

Is go Inr to conflict with objects which have hij-l er statuses, and the 

more dlsequllibrated (the rreater th« incongruencc) the more conflict. 

Then, we can have the following relation 

MMM - 



■""^■■«nw^mip* -' - ' - ~ ' '—- mm ■ ■ 

^ 

Cf  - la^! - otjdj! 

55 

(17) 

where dj Is econonic develonment distance (status distance) and d2, power 

distance.  The difference between d1 and d2. then, Is the status Incon- 

pruence between nations 1 and j. 

^Ince there are two status dimensions — power and econonic 

development, there are two different kinds of status lnconRruence; actor 1 

is hiplier than j on power, lower on economic development (d. < d.), and 

vice versa (d1 > d2).  The functions of these two incon^ruences differ, 

however, due to the different implications of the two statuses. 

First, power status is ascribed.  Tt is almost impossible to chanpe 

rapidly.  Land area, population, and natural resource are virtually 

unchangeable.  The economic development status, however. Is achieved, 

and conpared with power, is much easier to improve.  Second, power is 

neanln*ful only in a relative sense.  If | nation Is more powerful than 

others, that is sufficient.  On the other hand, economic development is 

meaningful both in an absolute and in a relative sense.  There is no 

limitation on human desire to enjoy wealth.  These different functions of 

the two statuses produce different behavioral patterns. 

Interaction in peneral leads to various issues between the InteractinR 

nations.  Conflict, as a situation, results from disapreement over how 

Issues should he resolved.  Disarreement botween two nations of different 

statuses comes from the fact that the dominant one wants to maintain the 

status-quo which provides her with the advantageous edr.e (Axiom 7), 

while the less dominant one attempts to reach that status. 

On the economic development dimension, a lower status nation's 

desire to achieve hipher development Is limited to enhanclnr her status 

for status differences are not necessarily reduced by undercutting tie 

- 
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forerunner'• development.  The economic development status Is achieved, 

and thus a positive status distance (I.e., the actor's status Is lower 

alone does not necessarily lead to conflict.  Instead, the object's hljh 

economic development provides good grounds for cooperation, for a developed 

nation can offer the necessary know-how. On the power dimension, however, 

the situation la different. High power status la not easily obtained, and 

furthermore, absolute high status on power status Is not so meaningful as 

absolute high status on the economic development dimension. Desire for 

power comes from the hope to have advantageous edge vls-ä-vls others to 

settle disputes In his own terms. Thus, If one has power strong enough to 

subdue Its counterpart. It Is sufficient; It Is meaningless to have ten or 

a hundred times more power than necessary. And what matters is only the 

positive edge vls-k-vis the counterpart; absolute strength does not matter. 

Therefore, reduction of status difference on the power dimension is 

achievable either by weakening the dominant nation's power or by enhancing 

its own power. Thus, positive status distance on power dimension (i.e., 

the actor's lower status) usually leads to conflict. 

In general, therefore, we can say that when the achieved status 

(economic development) is higher than the ascribed status (power) - when 

Sll * S12 "" intra-Punitive behavior happens. On the contrary, when the 

ascribed is higher than the achieved — when S11 < S12 — external aggres- 

sive behavior results (Rummel, 1971, p. 70).  In other words, when the 

actor is low on economic development while high on power and the object 

nation is in the opposite situation, we can expect the highest conflict. 

In terms of distance, then, the above irgument can be expressed as follows: 

the status-dependent conflict is negatively related to d- and positively 

related to d2. As a result, equation (17) can be rewritten 

!■ 
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CF1-J  * -a?ldl-j,l +a?2di-j,2 d8) 

where Ct^.   Is nation i's status-dependent conflict behavior toward 

nation J; a* is a positive parameter; and di_. ^  and di_. 9 are the status 

distances from nation i (in our case, China) to j on the economic develop- 

ment and the power dimensions, respectively.68 

If we apply this theorem to China's conflict behavior, we will 

have the followinp hypothesis. 

Conflict Hypothesis;  the more powerful and the less economically 
developed the object nation, the more conflictful is China's 
behavior. 

Interaction Theorem 

Now let us move to the interaction theorem. Rummel defines 

Interaction behavior as the linear sum of cooperation and conflict. 

Thus, the model for status-dependent interaction is 

CO ■ »id. + ao^? 

+) CF —ojd. + a*d2 

CO + CF - (ctj-aijOdj^ + (ct2+a5)d2. 

If we denote (o^ - aj) as y^  and (a2 + a*) as y   ,   then the equation will be 

CO + CF - Y1cl1 + Y2d2. (19) 

68Rutnmel's orißinal version of status-field theory included 
two separate conflict theorems for economically developed actors and 
economically underdeveloped actors (Theoremn R and 9j see Appendix). 
The new theorem discussed above is the same as Runnel's Theoren 8. 
The separation is based on the Fconomic Development Status Axiom (Axiom 
9).  But I found that this axiom contradicts other nnrts of the tlieorv 
and therefore discarded the axiom. 

m* MM 
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If we assune that c^ and d2 are orthononal (empirical flndlnRs 

assert that they are almost orthogonal) and we measure CO. CF, d and d 

in standard scores (in status-field theory, they are measured in this 

way), then both a's and a*'s are the product-moment correlations of CO 

and rp wlth the statug dlstancegf and will vary between o ^ i o 

because a's and a*'s are all positive parameters.  Thus (c^ - .|) should 

be near zero while (Oj ♦ «*) is near unity. 

For practical purposes, therefore, the equation (19) nay be 

written 

CO+CF-Y2d2. (20) 

This means  that almost all the  (CO + CF)  variance must be explained 

by d2.    This  is  the  interaction  theorem  (Theorem 11)  which says  that  "the 

status-dependent  interaction  (cooperation and conflict)  behavior is a 

function of  their power status difference." 

China's  interaction behavior can be predicted  from this theorem 

as  follows: 

Infraction Hypothesis:    The more another nation has power 
vls-^-vifj  China,   the more cooperative plus conflict behavior 
(-hina will  direct  towards her. 

V.     VARIABLF.S AND DATA 

5.1    The Population 

In  this  study.  Communist China's behavior  for  the  first  sixteen 

years   (1950 -  1965)   after her  independence was  analyzed.     Duo  to limits 

in time and  funds,   five  time points were selected:     1950,   1955.   I960. 

1963.  and  1965. 

The objects  of China's behavior  include  all  sovereign nations whose 

populations exceed  500.000.     The numbers of nations  for each  time point 

_* 
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are:  71 (1950). hl   (1955). 86 (1960). IM (19^3). and 112 (1%5).  Thus, 

the total number of dyads Is 456.  In the data matrix, the same dyads 

(••I., C.ina-l'SA) for different years were treated as Independenc cases. 

Thus, China-USA for 1950 (CHN-USA50) and China-l'SA for 1955 (C1'N-USA55) 

are independent. 

Tn A-space. however, the numher of cases included in the raw 

data matrix is 461. because the actor, rhlna. was also included.  The 

names and ahbrevl.ition codes are piven in Appendix II. 

5.2 Variables 

A total of sixty-nine variables were used for defining attribute 

space.  Sixty-four of these were taken from the Dimensionality of Nations 

(DON) Proloct study on attributes of nations."  Four of the remaininR 

five were included specifically to measure the nations' attributes in 

relation to Chirm.  These are Chinese population/total population (CHINP), 

diplomatic relations with Republic of China (D1PTA). WJ votin,, on China 

Issue (I'NVOT). and peopraphlcal distance from Pekinp (DISTP).  Finally, 

the last two diKits of the calendar y—t  were Included as a variable to 

see the effect of time on the chanpes in the attributes.  The variable 

names and abbreviation codes are presented in Table 1. 

For R-space (China's dyadic foreign behavior space), seventeen 

variables were selected carefully to represent both the cooperative and 

the conflict variaMes.73 The variabler, ^e (abbreviation codes are Piven 

in parentheses): 

9The variable names, definitions, sources as well as data are 
contained In a research report published bv t!i<- DON Proiect (Research 
Report No. 60,December 1972. ^esearcn 

'0When this study was desfrned. seven more conflict variables were 
included.  Later, however, it was found that thor.. was little variance on 
those variablos.  For example, for the variable, war. there were onlv ten cases 





Abbr. 
Mo. Cod« 

V3 INVEAL 
V. STVLV 
55 CONST1 
56 ELFCTO 
57 coieois 
58 LEADf^ 
5<J HXLPAB 
60 BURFAU 
61 CEN'SOK 

?!ame 

TABLF, 1 (continued) 

Abbr. 
No. Code Nane 

balance of investments 
systen style 
constitutional status 
electoral system 
non-comunist regime 
political leadership 
r ilitriry participation 
bureaucracy 
censcrship score 

61 

62 CEOC.-X geography-X 
63 CEOG-Y r,cography-Y 
6A CEOC-7. gcoprapiiy-Z 

65 TD:E   calendar tine (year) 
66 DISTP  geographical distance 

fron Peking 
67 UNVOT  ÜM voting on China issue 
68 DIPTA  riiplonatlc relations with 

Republic of China 
69 CHINP  Chinese population/ 

total population 

! 

if 
if 

; 

r 

> 

. 
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h,c     <       \  F:'0,;o^,      Aili   (ECAIn):     the amount  of econonlc  aid  that  Thina 
has   .iven   to B durln,   the  y «r.     Data  include amounts   expended   in  rrltl 
or long  tern loans  In cash and  in Und.   Includinp within  the   latter 

MIZVIUI™"
0

* ^  SerViCPS - ^ - —^ties.     .aiJ  source: 

r^ I'  u
niP,lor,atlc  Relations   (DIPLO):    diplomatic   relations hetween 

"no" U In ^^  natl0nS are ^^ aCCOrd1^   t0  ^  followLTcoV: 
2  •= nni ?; aR"ement  to estahlish diplomatic   relations only, 
2 - only one side estahlished  legation   (emhassy or  consular office). 
3 both  sides estahlished  legations.     Source:     Jen-mln  Shou_-t.se.  etc. 

sentln.  the ^M'
1
'
131

 
Vl8itS   (0FVIS):    VlSltS by Chinese oificUls repre- 

nn?v  rf    5 i^" ROVerninent  to  the object nation.     Officials  include 

PrL Mln ^ r     the  Pre8ident  0f  the  P^le,S  R^11C  of China    ?RC). 
^nHter if n1; ^P»^'1- Hlnl.tO«.  Minister of  Foreign Affairs. 
Minister of Defense.  Chairman of  the Central Committee  of  the China 

peTie-rco^Lf ^^r^6 chai™an of the standi-co-1"- - '- 

SinV     J"  ^^   the   PreSldent  0f   tht   PRC'   th«  Ch.1^  of   the 
Stand n. Commit ee of  the  People's Congress of  the  PRC,   the Prime Minister 

he    C?       hl5 °f  fr1*11/"*1"  ^    DpfenSe'   the  C«"tr.l  Commltte    o' 
the CCP.   the presidium of   the  PRC.   the  Standing Conmlttee of  the  People's 

frlen^l^c3       ^ 'f'"^  0f   '^ PRC-     P0Sitlve  communication   include 
^nnr       17T*<\   ^^^   •*****"<** of  »"PPOtt.   concrete  offers  of 
arMMes^hJ6 ^/f  SUpp0rtive actio"-    ';nits are  the  freouencv of 
articles  that  appeared   In Jti-ain Jth>pjo during  the  year. 

l—i   A     
5'   ,Tr"tle8 of  friendship and Foreign Pollcv  Alignment   (TRFFP) • 

nclude.  onlv bilateral   treaties.     Following  the Chinese  pract  ce.  a 

J: a d  nn'treatv^S^  ^  ^T'T^  0ffiClal   -P—ntatiCe^  is regarded  as a  treaty.     Source:     Jen-min  Shou-t^e,  Johnston & Chiu,   1968. 

No. 5. 

No. 5. 

6. Treaties of Kconomlc Assistance (TP^TF):  same as Vnrinhle 

7. Total number of Bilateral Treaties (TRTOL) :  sane as Variable 

Mo 4 I'.    ";M   COrimiCÄtion 0,KOM)! ^»"«rly defmod •• V«rlibl« 
ÜO.M ! *  Tu ro™,unlcati(in include, critial conmonts. accusations, 
aglta ions or th« equivalent, demands ~r  corrective actions, warnings 
threats, and decisions of hostile action. arnmp.s, 

Nation ^SA^rhal ^PPOrt t0 Antl-^v"nment riemonts in the Object 
Nation (VSANT): antl-rovernmert elements are defined as anv Individual 
or group who opposes Incumbent Rovemmont. Code:  0 - no, 1 • ves. 

which li^tÄ'Ü ^Rebels (RFBEL>!  rebpl l« «».flnod as an organization 
to tnnnlo ^ government and is  engaged In militarv resistance 
to topple the rovernment.  Code:  I - mentioned in the novernment or partv 
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paper. 2 - endorsement of support by the policy mnkers. 3 - accepted dele- 
gation from rebels or .ave official rocor.nition. A . material support 

mea .«rJ
1« ^T3   (EXP0R):  total v«l« Of exports during tbe year, 

mred in lO1* $.  Source:  Eck.taln, 1966, etc. 

12.  I)eRree of Concern (CONCM):  measured in terms of the total 

nlTlon ^r     ^ '^ £a-ai£ Jih-ES» «hid, reports about the obj.ct 
nation without repard to the subject matter. 

Var^M^M T"aties of ,,utual '-gnomic Cooperation (TRECO):  same as 
variable Ho. 5.  Tconomic cooperation includes trade, science ano 
techrolopical cooperation, finance, and customs. 

No. 5. 
14.  Treaties of Cultural Cooperation (TRCUL):  same as Vrriable 

15. Treaties of Postal Services and Transportation (TRPOS)- 
same as Variable No. 5. v   w. 

16. Non-political Visits (MPVIS):  all non-political visits by 
a Chinese citizen disrePardinR the rani of the person.  This rep eeents 
the number of events, not the number of persons.  Source:  Jcn-min Jih-j^ao. 

H^a  11'     yjme (!IME):  :laSt tWO dif,its of C«l«n.!ar year for which the data were collected. 

5.3 Missinn Data Ksti.nation 

In general, there are four approaches to solving the problem of 

-nlssinR data in cross-national data:  1) the order of the data matrix 

can be reduced until only the complete data remain, 2) missin,, data may 

be treated as blanks in the analysis, 3) some of the missing data may be 

estimated by ratings, mean values, measurement scale reduction, factor 

analysis, or regresslru analysis. 

In this study, I applied both methods 3) and 4). first estimating 

the mifis(nR data subjectively as far as I deemed it  adequate, then ur.lnP 

the MISDAT program developed by Wall and kummel for the remainder.71 

O.M  . 71S
T! 

Wal1 ^ Rummr1' 1969' pP" l-2'  Thls ls a Wwl of r^resslon 
estimate.  The recent version of the computer program for MISDAT called 

^^SS; Mf
l9siVta rsti.natlon Program (the ^Irorithm emails   hanged) is available from the DON Proloct. '^iianRea; 

mm^ 



Thus, the available datr. for each variable were repressed on the available 

data for the other variables to determine the regression estimates for 

the missing data.  Then, with the estimated data included, the computations 

were repeated again and again until the estimates converged to stable values 

for the missing data.  This process was applied to all variaVles with 

missing, data. 

VI.  CHINA'S ACTUAL BEHAVIOR 

In the previous section, we have discussed China's expected behavior 

from the perspectives of field theory and status-field theory.  Now, let us 

examine the actual Chinese behavior during the sixteen-year period so that 

we can compare the two later. 

In this section. In 6.1, we will examine the results of the factor 

analysis of the behavior data matrix. Then, in 6.2 we will sec the cross- 

tin« shift in behavior patterns for some selected dyads. 

6.1  Behavioral Clusters:  Results of the Factor Analysis 

In field theory, the concepts used in the model arc to be operation- 

alized through factor analysis of the total behavior space.72  In international 

relations, when we test an analytic model, one of thr most serious problem« 

is to opcratlonalize in a meaningful way the concepts in the model in terms 

of real world variables.  The conceptual variables of the model are actually 

analytic constructs which are defined to meet the conditions riven in the 

theoretical framewor';.  The purpose of theorization, however, is to explain 

real world phenomena.  Thus, the constructs of the model must he connected 

to real world concepts.  The ideal of operationalization is of course to 

73 Sec 3.2 of this naper.  See also Rhee, 1971, pp. 97-9P. 

^■i 
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maximize the degree of measurement isotnornhlsm between the analytical 

constructs and the correspondInp, operational concepts. I.e., to select 

Indices which presumably represent their theoretical counterparts In the 

real world.  At this point we should understand that the selected Indices 

are only one of many that could be used.73 

Theoretically, Rummel's field theory is meant to cover all 

variability In a nation's behavior.  Thus, any index that can tap the 

behavioral variations of nations should be Included.  Practically, however, 

this is impossible because of the infinite variety of indices.  The theory 

assumes axiomatically that both the behavior and the attribute spaces have 

■ finite number of dimensions and L^at all concepts (indices) are linearly 

derivable from them.  This means that once the basis dimensions are known, 

we can -epresent all the (linear) variability in behavior (as well as In 

attributes) with a set of dimensional vectors, no matter how mnnv 

oriplnal variables.71* 

In this studv. to define the basis dimensions of China's behavior 

space, 1950-1965, the seventeen selected indices were factor analyzed. 

The principal component technique and the component factor  <'.•! were 

used.  To pet Che simplest factor structure (the clearest clusterinp of 

the variables), they were rotated orthogonally uslnp the varimax criteria.7- 

The distinction between the operational Indices and the conceptual 
riables of the analytic framework is discussed in Tast and Grepr  1967 va 

pp. 248-9. 

Kmpiricallv, we cannot find the exact dimensions of the behavior 
or the attribute space; we can only have an approximated basis of the 
space.  Tn this study, unless soccified otherwise, this approximated basis 
will be referred to. 

n r 
JAn oblique rotation was  avoided,  because  the resultinp bases were 

to be used  in canonical  analysis,  and  if  the  factors are mutually  inter- 
corr^lated,  we cannot distinpuish  the contribution of  the  Individual   factors 
fron  the  interaction effects  amonp  them. 
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"he resulting factors, then, are the indices of China's behavior and the 

factor scores are the values for each of China's dyadic behavior. 

As i result of factor analysis (P-factor analysis), nine factors 

vere extracted.  The factors are presented In Table 2.  Lot us have a 

closer look at each of the factors. 

Cooperation I (COI);  PENETRATION Highly loaded variables on this factor 

are economic aid (.86), treaties of aid (.80) and official political 

visits (.61). All of these variables are related in one way or another 

to Chinese government policy to penetrate.76 The behr.vior represented 

by this factor are government-to-government relations where the Chinese 

government tries to procure the object rovernnent's favor and thus crasp 

?• me control of it. 

CogESrationJ^ CPU):  FORMAL DIPLOMACY This factor Is highly loaded by 

diplomatic relations (.79), treaties of cultural cooperation77 (.73), 

non-political visits (.55), total number of bllaterlal treaties (.50), 

and official political visits (.46) in descending order in terns of the 

magnitude of loadings.  The factor, thus, was labeled 'formal diplomacy.' 

Cooperation III (COITI):  SUBSTANTIAL COOPERATIO:!  This is another tvpe 

of cooperation pattern, independent from the two above. On this factor, 

exports (.88), positive conraunication (.67), non-political visits (.55), 

Rosenau defined a penetrated political system as "[a political 
system] in which nonmembers of a national society participate directly 
and authoritatively, through actions taken Jointly with the society's' 
members, in either the allocation of its values or the mobilization of 
support on behalf of its Roals" (Rosenau, "Pre-theories and Theories 
of Foreign Policy" in Farrell, 1966, p. 65). 

77 
In China,   the  government  controls all cultural exchanges with 

other  countries as a diplomatic  apparatus  to strengthen existing  good 
relations or to explore new benign  relations.     Thus,   the number  of  treaties 
of  cultural cooperation cannot be  interpreted as strong cultural   ties. 

:«■ 
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and degree of concern (.50) loaded highly.  Also moderately loaded were 

total number of treaties (.39) and treaties of cultural cooperation (.32). 

Countries usually export out of necessity.  Though political relations 

between trading partners affect patterns of trade to a great extent, in 

geneial the paramount necessity of economic survival leads to a nation's 

trading.  To protect the vital channel of trade, frequently some amicable 

political gestures (or at least restraint of political attack) follow. 

For example, China, suffering from the Soviet Union's cutoff of technical 

aid in 1960, could not launch serious poll leal attacks against other 

suppliers of technological know-how such a:. Japan, West Germany, or Great 

Britain.  The relatively high loadings of positive communication, non- 

political visits and degree of concern on this factor along with exports 

can be understood in this vein of logic.  This cluster, thus, can also be 

called pragmatic cooperation or business interaction. 

Cooperation IV (COIV): ALLIANCE This is the fourth cluster of cooperative 

variable.  On this factor the only highly loaded variable is treaties of 

friendship and foreign alignment (.91).  Among the other variables only 

official visits (.36) and positive communication (.33) loaded moderately 

on it.  The behavior depicted by this factor is the strong Chinese commit- 

ment to the object's government. Along with formal diplomatic relations, 

this behavioral pattern shows Chinese government-to-government relations, 

but it is Independent from diplomatic relations.  Alliance behavior may be 

considered as a real, calculated, political tie while diplomatic relations 

may be regarded as more formal and less substantial. 

Cooperation V (COV):  ADMINISTRATIVE COOPERATION The only highly loaded 

variable on this factor is treaties of economic cooperation (.82). Note 
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that the treaties included are those of science, technology, finanace 

and customs as wel] as trade.  Since the variable represents the number 

of treaties and not the real interaction, the pattern is administrative 

than substantial.  Thus this behavior reflects the subsystem of China's 

interaction field in the Rlobal international relations system in a way 

similar to a family system which identifies the blood relatives network 

but not the real, substantial relations.  The fact that all dyads with 

high scores on this factor were communist nations with the one noticeable 

exception of Japan supports the above interpretation.  It is then under- 

standable to find that this administrative cooperative network shows a 

different pattern from that of the substantial cooperation (independent 

in a statistical sense). 

Cooperation VI (COVI);  COMMUNICATIONS NKTVORK This sixth cooperative 

behavior pattern on which treaties of postal service and transportation 

alone loaded highly (.94) is very similar to the fifth, i.e., administrative 

cooperation.  Both are formal networks for Chinese interaction with other 

nations.  At one point, however, they differ from each other.  The sixth 

pattern, labeled communication network, is purely administrative without 

any further political implication.  It is a kind of housekeeping behavior 

of a member of the global community while the fifth cooperative pattern 

still Includes some amicable commitment.  Administrative cooperation id 

impossible between hostile nations, but the communications network has 

nothing to do with hostilities between Che two nations. 

Conflict I (CFI); PEOPLg'S UBERATIffll WAR Two variables arc loaded 

highly on this factor -- verbal support for anti-government elements 

(.83) and rebel support (.91).  This is a typical pattern of pcoplc-to- 

people diplomacy for China.  One of the indisputable objectives of China'-. 

mmä   ...  ,- 
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lonp-term fcreipn policy has been to spread  comnunistn,  eventually,  to 

achieve a worldwide  "social revolution."78 

To  promote  this end  the Chinese have  employed a strategy of 

protracted  strugple,   "which  is based on a belief  in the ultimate success 

of persistent,   cautious and  flexible apRression  apalnst  the  imperialist 

countries."  3     As one of  the  instruments  to carry out  this  strup,p;le, 

China has made  preat use of  "people's diplomacy," which is an  informal, 

pcople-to-people   (actually the Chinese government  and  the communist parties 

in non-communist  countries)  diplomacy.80 

Chinese  support of anti-government  elements and rebels in the 

object nations  thus can be  interpreted as  a manifestation of her foreign 

policy goal of  a worldwide  liberation war. 

78This basic  theme of China's foreign  policy goal was expressed 
by Mao Tse-tung himself,  as early as in 1949,   saying that  "... we must 
unite  in a  common  struggle with  those nations  of  the world who treat 
us on  the basis  of  equality and with the people of all countries.    This 
is  to ally ourselves with  the Soviet Union,   to ally ourselves with all 
the New Democratic  countries,  and  to ally ourselves with the proletariat 
and  the broad masses of  the people in other  countries,  to form an inter- 
national united   front   ...   in order to destroy  imperialism and  its 
running dogs"   (Mao Tse-tung,  "On  the People's Dictatorship," delivered  on 
July  1,   19A9.     The English translation was   taken  from the China Digest, 
Vol.  VI,  No.   7>.     Halpern also clarified   the   long-trrm aim of   Oiina's 
foreign policy:     "...   to free China  from  foreign control and  to make 
China once again  great are the purposes of  Chinese communist,  as well  as 
of  the other  Chinese governments.     But  in  the  communist's veiw,  China 
can be freed  only by associating herself with  a world revolutionary 
movement aimed  at.   transforming all existing  societies.     Further,  in 
their view,   China's  greatness can be rc^tired  or assured only by her 
effective participation  in  this world movement   .   .   .  The  long-ranpe aim 
of  the Chinese  communists,   is not merelv  to  get  along  In the world 
claiming  for  their country a.i much respect  as  th<   conditions  let  them 
attain.     Thcv  aim beyond  that  to  transform  the world and  to dictate  the 
forms of organization of other  societies  into proletariat world order" 
(Halpern,   1966,   pp.   2-3).     See also Barnett,   1962,  p.  85,  Hinton,  1966, 
pp.   117-8,   and  Boyd,   1962,  p.   B4. 

79 ßoyd,   0£.  cit.,  p.  90, 

8cSee Boyd, ibid., p. 91, and Hinton, op. cit., p. 119. 

___ 
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In international relations, support of rebels may be regarded as 

one of the most hostile behaviors, just short of war. because the purpose 

of support is to topple the exlstlnR Rovernment.  In this sense, the 

Conflict I behavioral pattern should be Plven close attention. 

ConfUct II (CFII): JTOBttLCTOTLICT The conflict behnvlor pattern on 

which negative communications (.97) and degree of concern (.68) loaded 

highly was labeled "formal conflict." because It represents manifested 

and publicized negative actions.  The behavior Is directed toward the 

government of the object and thus belongs in the governnent-to-government 

conflict»' category.  With this factor we can mcasurethe degree of hostility 

between China and the object nation's current government. 

Tirne^OM). The ninth factor had only one variable, time (the last two 

digits of the calendar year), load highly on it (.99). Thus, this is 

obviously not a behavioral factor. The implication of thli factor, 

however, is significant - it tells us that no Chinese behavior is 

correlated with tine.  In other words, for the sixteen-year period, there 

has been no systematic change in any kind of Chinese foreign behavior, 

or technically, no portion of the Chinese behavioral variance is accounted 

for by time. 

6.2 Cross-Time Examination of Chinese Behavior Toward Several Selected 
Dyads 

Tn 6.1. we identified eight mutually Independent Chinese foreign 

behavioral patterns.  They were six cooperative patterns -- Tenetration 

(COI). Formal Diplomacy (COII), Substantial Cooperation (COIII). Alliance 

i     -i   !l0neu?I thC dlstinct Chinee« foreign behavioral characteristics 
is the clear bifurcation between government-to-govrrnment anH people-to- 
people behavior.  Chinese negative COMBunlcation« have alwavs specified 
that her target of attack is the government or .nome other organization 

fjmamtmmmmammmmmmmmmm^—m^*mmmm^^mmmmmmm^mm~--~^.  
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(COIV). Administrative Cooperation (COV) and ro^unlcatlo.s Network (COVI) 

- and two confllctful patterns - .upport of Llb.r.tion ,,„ (cpi) ^ 

^ornal Conflict ^H).  wit,, these dinensions. then, let us try to 

describe China's past behavior toward other nations,  because of United 

space, only a few dyads will be selected for discussion. 

6.2.1 China's 'ooperation Rehavlor 

China has increased considerably her penetration behavior (COT) 

-since 1960.  In the fifties. China was not readv to piay a power role 

outside her boundaries and could not afford to exert influence on other 

nations.  Thus, all dvads had low factor scores in the fifties, except 

for the dvads which Included border neighbors, such as North Korea (KON). 

North Vietnam (VTN) and Outer Mongolia (OUT).  Since 1960. however. 

China's penetration behavior be.an to show verv distinctive patterns for 

each dyad.  For example, the scores for China-ruha (CHWCUB) and China- 

Burma (CHN-BUR) .oared, those for China-Pakistan foil and then rose while 

the curves for China-North Korea (CHN-HCON) sloped downward.  In 1065. the 

patterns become much more distinguishable.  Figure 3 shows these fluctuations 

across time. 

China's formal diplomatic behavior pattern .howed a gradual increase 

In China's diplomatic activities.  As we can see in FLure 4. all dvads 

began with low scores in 1950. then gradually moved upwaH.  In most 

case.. China's behavior toward communist nations showed a steadv Increase, 

while her behavior toward the Western and the neutra] nations fluctuated 

mildly below the average point (the "0" line is the mean line, because 

the mean of factor scores is always zero). 

Figure 5 shows China's substantial cooperation patterns (COTII) 

across the 16-vear period.  In this figure, one exceptionally high score 

—****^-- • ■ ■       ii—i—■   
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pattern Is the Soviet Union dyad, which la not difficult to understand 

when we examine the history of Slno-Soviet Tnion relations after !.'orld 

War II.  Another noticeable curve, the China-Japan (rHN-»JAP) dyad, is 

the only steadily upward curve.  Tht China-Vorth Korea (CIIM->KOM) dyad 

also shows drastic, changes across time — falling sliarply to the bottom, 

and then soaring just next to CUN-HISR, then droppinr, apaln. 

China's polltl;al maneuvers during the period are well reflected 

by her behavioral scores on the alliance factor (COIV).  Flpure 6 shows 

how China's relation with the USSR has cooled and how amicable China's 

honevmoon with Indonesia (CHN-»IMS) has been (note the magnitude).  For 

the China-North Korea relation, it is Interestinr to see that the curve 

on the alliance factor almost overlaps the substantial cooperation curve 

in Figure 5. 

In the early fifties, China's administrative cooperation (COV) was 

limited to communist nations, with the Soviet Union belnt' the sole major 

patron,  h'ith j»rcatcr independence over time, she has gradually expanded 

her administrative cooperation domain to the out ide world at larf,c. 

Fipure 7 shows this basic direction of her sphere of interaction. 

The buildinp of China's communications network started from null 

in 1950; all dyads except for that with USSR had near zero values (means). 

Then, at two separate times, in the mid-fifties and in the mid-sixties, 

China expanded this network, as shown in the bimodal configurations of 

plottlnrs in Figure 8.  Tecause this behavior war. neasurod mainly in terms 

of the number of treaties of transportation and communication signed, 

and because once the network is established, it renains open, we cannot 

Interpret the low valley between the bimodal peaks as shrinkage of China's 

comnunications network.  The total picture simplv shows us that China's 
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'xonnslnn of her conmunlcation network is not steadily r.rowin,. but that 

there have been two discontinued cainpair,ns. 

^.2.? China's Conflict Behavior 

The two patterns of China's conflict behavior were support of 

liberation wars (CPI) and forra. conflict behavior (CPU).  The general 

trend of China's liberation war behavior showed V-ahaped curves with hirh 

ripbt arms.  This neans that in the early fifties, she supported liberation 

wars quite actively, stayed relatively quiet until the earlv sixties, 

then vlgoroualy reactivated her support since 19«.  Also, we find that 

the liberation wars heavily supported by China in the early fifties 

regained less support in the sixties, while those wars which received 

relatively little attention in the earlv period enjoyed nuch stronger 

support in the latter period.  This implies that the Chinese target! of 

liberation wars have shifted.  For instance, the wars in Pakistan and 

South Korea received relativelv high attention fron China in 1950. but 

had the lowest rankings on her support scale in the sixties.  On the other 

hand. Latin American nations, such as Colombia. Dominican Republic were 

almost neglected in the liftles. but obtained China's strongest endorsement 

in the sixties.  Figure 9 shows several examples of the patterns of China's 

support of liber; tion wars. 

Another conflict behavior pattern, labeled formal conflict behavior, 

shows completelv different curves for the period studied. As shown in 

Figure 10. the main targets of China'« formal conflict (or what may be 

called negative diplomacy in a sense that the behavior consists aalnly 

of publicized negative COWnmlcatton, verbal attack, and negative 

propaganda, all Increasing «hat ordinary formal diplomacy trier to dampen) 

were the ISA and Japan.  Except for these two, In general China has 

  — 
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Increased her fonnal conflict level gradually during the slxteen-y.ar 

period.  Among these rising curves, the one for the China-India dyad 

(CHN-IM» is most prominent.  Factor scores of this dyad already exceed 

those of the China-Japan dyad (CHN-JAP) in 1963.  Also interesting is 

that the China-USSR and the China-North Korea dyads show exactly opposite 

shapes; when the former increased, the latter dropped and vice versa. 

This implies that China's behavior toward the Soviet Union and North 

Korea are mutually exclusive or compensative, and this fact leads us to 

many feasible hypotheses about the linkages among dyadic behavior patterns, 

such as game theory, balance of power theory, and alienee theory. 

VII.  ATTRIBUTE DISTANCES OF NATIONS 

In both field theory and status-field theory, the main theme is 

that a nation's dyadic behavior toward an object nation is a function of 

a linear combination of a set of attribute distances between the two 

nations.  In the previous section, dyadic behavior was operationallzed 

through factor analysis.  In this section, the attribute distances will 

be operatlonalized. 

As already discussed In 3.2. the concep.s of the attribute distances 

are to be cperationallzed throurh factor analysis of the total attribute 

space; the basis factors generated are the attributes to be used in the 

model. 

In order to define the basis dimensions, sixty-nine attribute 

variables were factor analyzed by the principal component method and the 

original factors were rotated orthogonally as -as done for the behavioral 

space variables.  Each nation/year was regarded as an independent case, 

i.e.. nation A in 1050 and in 1955 were treated as independent cases. 

Thus, the data matrix had 461 cases and C9 variable«. 

■MMH 
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ThrouRh the principal component nnalysls twenty factors were 

delineated.^ and these factors v-ere rotated with the varimax orthogonal 

rotation criteria.83  Subsequently, eight factors were eliminated because 

<-ach accounted for less than 2.5* of the total variance, and furthermore, 

none of them represented any meaningful cluster of variables.  Each of 

the twelve remaining factors, then, were labeled substantive]y by 

examining highly loaded variables on the dimensions.91*  The lab.li, 

their abbreviations and the highly loaded variables with loadln-s are 

given in Table 3. 

VIII.  EXPLANATION OF d'IHAVs BEHAVIOR: A FIELD THEORETIC VIEW 

An was discussed in Section IV. social field theory tells us 

that a nation's dyadic behavior patterns are linearly related to her 

attribute distances from other nations. And with status-field theory 

we can generate three hypotheses for China's cooperation, conflict and 

interaction behavioral patterns, each of which relates these behavioral 

patterns to specific sets of attribute distances.  We have also examined 

China's actual past behavioral patterns toward all ether nations in 

Section VI, and her attribute distances from all these nations in 

Section VII.  Let us now examine how far field theorv and status-field 

theory can explain China's real behavior In terms of her attribute 

similarities and differences from other nations. 

^Twenty factors accounted for 79.1% of the total variance, 
The eigenvalue of the twentieth unrotated factor was 0.832. 

n 
For varimax rotation criteria, see Rummel, 1971. pp. 390*4. 

The sum of contributions by the  twelve remaining factors in 
the total variance is 63.A9%. 
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«.1  Field Theoretic Models of China's Foreign R«havloT 

In the field theory model (emotion 15). the Mifthtln« rnrnmeters 

Q (unioue 'behaviornl preference ■y.t«.1 of the nctor nntlon) and P 

(unique 'perception frework' for the actor nation«) are to be .leterMned 

empirically by canonical analysis of real world data (see 4.1).  Once 0 

and P are deterrined for anv actor nation, ve then can have models which 

show us the empirical substantive pattern relationships between behavior 

and attribute distance for that nation.  Because the models so generated 

are general we can utilize them for explanation and prediction of the 

actor's future behavior. 

As the theory dictates, eloht of China's behavioral factors (see 

Section VI) were canonically rcRrrssed upc , the ..welve factors of attri- 

bute distances (see Section VII). A summary of the canonical regression 

analvsis la presented in Tables 4 and 5. Since the number of behavioral 

factors was eipht and smaller than thr.t of the attributes, ve have eight 

independent canonical repression eruatlons. each of which represents the 

best possible pattern relations between a set of behavioral factors and 

a set of attribute distances.85 

Let us first look at the overall relations 1 ctwen tht behavioral 

factors and the attribute distance factors.  The trace correlation86 was 

Mathematically these equations have the MXlMM c.-nonlcal 
correlations according to the nnonical regression criteria.  For furrher 
explanation, see Kbee 1971. S.4.3 (pp. H-M) and 4.4 fpp. 71-74) 

M 
The forrula for calculating the trace -orrelation (?) is 

r • ( I n/q^ 
k-1 

where f- Is the k-th canonical correlation and q, the number of 
canonical equations. 

I liM*—^i ■    ■       •  --"- 
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TABLE 4 

RESULTS OF CANONICAL RKCRESSION ANALYSIS 
BETWEEN 8 BEHAVIORAL FACTORS AND 12 ATTRIBUTE DISTANCE FACTORS 

Number of 
Eigenvalues 

Removed   Eigenvalue 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

7 
8 

Ü.72136 
0.57606 
0.21600 
0.14089 
0.11471 
O.OJ412 
0.00843 
0.00161 

Corresponding 
Canonical 

Correlation Xa 

0.849 0.067 
0.759 0.242 
0.465 0.570 
0.375 0.727 
0.339 0.847 
0.185 0.956 
0.092 0.990 
0.040 0.998 

1201.88 
632.61 
250.30 
141.89 
74.23 
19.96 
4.49 
0.72 

Z for 
d.f.c d.f.>30d 

96 
77 
60 
45 
32 
21 
12 
5 

35.208 
23.201 
11.465 
7.412 
4.247 

-0.086 
-1.799 
-1.803 

Trace Correlation - 0.47607 

aThe ormula for A is 

X - n (l-r2) 
k-1 

correlation^' *"**"  ^ Can0nlcal ""elations. rk is the k-th 

Chi-«quarc equals -(n-0.5(p+q+l) }logeX 

d?»In»? " ^  r*"^ Ca8e8 (A56)' ^ - the nu"ber of behavioral 

JäSS:/: ihr4 p ■the nxmher of attribute di*^™ 
d.f.  - degrees of freedom 

d.f.  - (p-(k-l)}{q-(k-l)] 

Corresponding areas under the normal curve. 

mm 
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.48, and the trace correlation squared (r: ) was .22.  TMs means tl.at ahnut 

twenty-two percent of China's behavioral variances in the elr.ht-dirensional 

space was accounted for by the linear models of social-field theory. 

AnotlK. statistic, the comrmnalltv estimate (l!-square) ,07 tells us the 

proportion of the total variance in the behavioral or attribute spaces 

accounted for by the canonical equations.  The proportion of the variance 

in attribute distance space contained in the tight canonical equations, 

which was calculated by summinR H-SO over all eirht equations, was G5.6 

percent.dä  This means that about one-third of the total variance in 

China's attribute distance space represented by twelve factors was not 

involved in the linear patterns ira produced through the canonical analysis. 

If we examine the communalities of each of the factors, we can see that 

communism (H-GQ, .95) and power (.89) played Rreat roles in the pattern 

equations, but a prcat portion of the variances in population (.31) and 

density (.45) were not involved in the pattern models. 

H 7 
The formula for calculating the H-SO Is 

q 
H-SQ- -  E ?l  for behavioral space and 

'  k-1 '■ 

P 
H-SO ■ I «I for attribute distances, 

k-l K 

where fv and «,, are the loadings of the k-th variable (factor) on corres- 
ponding canonical varintes respectively.  The sum of H-SO over all factors 
in the attribute and behavioral spaces, then, tell us the proportion of 
variance in each spice accounted for by the pattern.  I/hen we weight the 
r-SO of each canonical variate by the ratio of numbers of vectors'involved 
we have the proportion of the total variance represented by each canonical' 
reg-ep'-.ion equation. 

n A 

The H-SO for all canonical varlates In the behavior space Is 1.00 
hoeoilM the dlnenstonaHty of the space in  smaller than that of the attri- 
bute space. 

!■— III! 
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As shown in Table 5, the canonical correlations of the cip'it 

reRrcsslon equations wert« .HS. .76. .46, .3«. .3/., .18, .09, and .04. 

If we square these correlations ami imiltlplv them bv 100. we have the 

proportion of the total variance In tl- two spaces accounted for hy the 

corresponding equations.  For example, about 72.3 percent of the variance 

was explained hy the first canonical regression equation. 57.8 percent 

bv the second, and so on.  Out of the elpht equations, however, the last 

three were ilimlnated because the corresponding canonical correlations 

were not statistically significant at the .01 level.8"5 

Tho  first pattern relation between Chinese foreign behavior and 

her attribute distance from others Is that China's formal diplomacy Is 

mainly explained by the bloc position distances; the closer the object 

nation is to China on the communism dimension, the stronger Is China's 

formal diplomatic behavior.  The equation for this Is 

.74 DIP + .43 Sl'R + .37 ADM = .92 COM + .31 POP   (r=.85)90   (21) 

where DIP stands for formal diplomacv. Sl'B means substantial cooperation, 

ADM is administrative cooperation, COM Is communism, and POP is population, 

Because all three factors on the behavioral aid- arc of a p,ovcrnraent-to- 

povernment cooperation type we can name this model. China's formal 

The Z value of the fifth canonical correlation with thirtv-two 
deproes of freedom was 4.25 and orrespondinp P   (7.   >  2.45) was 0.01. 
The six.h canonical correlation was -0.09 and it was not sipniflcnnt even 
at P - 0.10 level. 

'90The variables (factors), the coefficients of which are preater 
than .30, arc included in t'-e illustrated model....  The figure in paren- 
theses is the canonical corrclodon.  The i= stpn Indicates that the 
eouatlon Is an approximation In he Mnse that, ve Ignored the less 
Import-nt "arlables.  Some of th« llglM of the canonical repression 
coefficients In the eouatlon were adlu-.fed because thev were reversed 
throuph the factor rotations and It WM necessarv to restore the oriplnal 
^Ipnn to pet the correct MMlinfi out Oi the models. 

■ 



92 

cooperation pattern.  On tlio rlplit side of thi> rountion, tl'e no; t proninont 

contributor is the comunisr factor, and thus wr can also call clip equation, 

China's hloc politics pattern.  This pattern relatlcn Is verv salient, for 

more than seventy-two percent of China's formal cooperative behavior is 

explained by a single attribute distance vector, communism. 

With the above regression equation, we can estimate China's dyadic 

formal cooperative score for each of the object nations from China's 

attribute distance on the communism dimension.  Figur« 11 plots tbe 

estimated score (formal cooperation pattern score) apainet the distances 

on the communism dimension (bloc affiliation).  fince we included all 

dyads for the five different time points ('50, '55, '60, '63, and '65) 

Independently in tbe data matrix, we can also see the cross-time sMft of 

one particular dvad in the two-dimensional space hounded by the cooperative 

behavioral and bloc affiliation patterns. 

As expected from the high canonical correlations all dyads ali^n 

tbemselv/er. fairly well alonp the forty-fiv.—depree line which is the 

perfect prediction line.  Fspecially for the proups conslstlnp, of one dyad 

over five time points, the overall association between the bloc affiliation 

and China's formal cooperative behavioral scores Is strong.  However, 

within the group (for one dyad across time), the association is not clear. 

For instance, the China-Poland dvad shows that chanpe in bloc affiliation 

has nothing to do with the fluctuations In the formal cooperative scores. 

One thing, however, is quite clear.  China's formal cooperative behavior 

toward a particular nation is bounded by the limits set up by the bloc 

affiliation distance.  For example, China's formal cooperative behavior 

toward the U.S.S.R. does not go bevond the limit of 3-5, when their bloc 

affiliation remains between 3-5 for the sixteen vears.  Thus, we can say 

M UMAi mum 
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fliat China's bloc affiliation distance from an object nation helps to 

explain and predict the decree of China's formal cooperative behavior 

toward that nation, but only within ■ certain boundary and we must still 

look for other causes. 

The second model is the one that shows patterned relations between 

China's conflict behavior and power parity.  The equation for this relation 

is 

.89 CFL - .31 DIP S  .85 POW - .31 COM  (r-.76) (22) 

where CFL stands for China's dyadic formal conflict behavior, POW is the 

power distance vector and DIP and COM are the same as in equation 21. 

Kith the relatively high canonical correlation (.76), the pattern relation- 

ship between conflict behavior and power distance represented by the 

equation is very salient; about 57.8 percent of the formal conflict 

behavior is explained by the power distance.  The loadings of both the 

formal conflict behavior and the power distance vector are especially high. 

This means that most of the variances in the two vectors (75./: percent of 

the formal conflict, 72.3 percent of power distance) are involved in the 

model.  Beside the conflict and power factors, there are two more elements, 

formal diplomacy on the behavioral side and communism on the attribute 

distance side of the equation.  The loadings of both factors, however, are 

relatively low (both .31); about 9.6 percent of the variance of each 

factor was included in the model. 

Therefore, the model can be called either the formal conflict 

behavioral pattern, or the power politics pattern. What, then, does the 

equation say about China's formal conflict and power politics? 

■Mi 
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It says that the greater the object nation's power, the greater 

China's fornal conflict behavior toward that nation.  The meaning of the 

equation becomes clearer wtien we examine China's formal conflict behavioral 

scores and power distances for all dyads calculated from equation (22). 

Fipure 12 plots China's formal conflict scores for several selected dvnds 

apainst the correspondinp power distance from China.  All dyads alip.n 

themselves well alonp the forty-five-depree perfect prediction line, with 

a few exceptions such as China-Japan(60) and Chlna-USSR(65).  This shows 

that power distance is a pood   indicator of China's dyadic conflict 

behavioral level. 

In order to see the dynamic aspect of field theory, the samt dyads 

for different time points are connected by arrows in a chronological 

sequence.  As we found in China's formal cooperative behavioral pittern, 

the dyads move within a limited range on the conflict level axis bound by 

power distance.  For instance, the conflict level for China-USA dyads 

does not po beyond the A~10 rant»e which is corresponding to the 4 10 ranpe 

on the power distance axis; and China-Norway and China-East Germany dyads 

move around within a small circle close to the perfect prediction line. 

Within the delimited range, however, the dyads move almost 

randomly across time.  In other words, a shift in power distance does not 

explain well a si 1ft in the conflict levul.  This implies that for each 

object nation, China's conflict level is effected by factors other than 

power distance.  In order to gauge nor.' accurately the shifts on the 

conflict pattern of a dyad across time, ve have to look for an auxiliary 

theory to the general model based on power distance. 

The third pattern model delineated throi^h the canonical analysis 
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behavior..    A.thou.h th. wol.htlnr of LIB  I, «* ltrMl#r  (.73)  than theM 

of  th. oth.r two (.16 for ALI .„d   .35 for .TN).  th. co*:   . | contribution 

by .lll.„c. «rd pen.tr.tlon  I. .1«,« ^  :o ^ Crtntrlbutlon by „^ 

of   llh.ratlon.     ««.,  . dy.d with . htph v.lu. on .ny one of   ^ ^.^ 

(either on conflictful  MB or  «Ic.M. ALI .r-l PFK)  t.nd, to h.v. . Mrh 

canonical vjrlate score. 

Of course  If any dva.l !,.. hlC!   val».. on all  thr.. di-n.Ion.. 

it will W a verv hl.h vnrlato .core.     Th.n how  U   ll  po,.,»,.  for a dvad 

to  have  Hi* ^nr on both  the  conflictful  and cooporatlv. b.h.vlor.1 

Hmmim* «matmmtlyl    U wo  take a cloB.r  looV. .,  tbe  inn^ atrucrur. 

of both  the lllanc. and  the Penetration behavior,. M can und.r.t.nd  thla 

apparcntlv peculiar co.Mnntion of beh^oral  pattorn..     The hlpho.t   loaded 

varinhle on  th. nlHance din.e.s.on   is  tT*ti- of  friondshin and   forelRn 

policy aliment   (.,1).     china  .1^  ^Uo. *   frien.Khip on   two different 

occasion..     rirst.   she slf>ns  ^ „^  ^  ^ (!lplf)„atl(.  ^  ^^ 

from a nonber of  the Ummft  bloc,   to  .tren.thon  her position   In  *• 

.lobal   internntiona!  *vstcri.     Socond,  ^^   .^  ^    ,  ^^ ^  ^^ 

nations  nhc wants  to penetrate.     Ihus.   the  treaties .av h.  regarded  M a 

-*    
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prelude to otl.er Chinese penetrative activities.  Thus. In the second 

case, the counterpart nations overlap the target nations of llheration 

wars. 

The penetration hchavloral dimension had economic aid as the 

highest loading variable (.§*),  it is much easier, therefore, to under- 

stand that liberation war behavior can be combined with the penetration 

behavior pattern, since China's economic aid lias a clear purpose of 

implantinp pro-Chinese elements In the recipient nation. 

If wo pool together the three behavioral patterns on the left side 

of equation (23). then we can say that the combined pattern represents 

China's long-ranpe campaign of global revolution, the first step of which 

is the exportation of communism in remi-colonial areas, i.e., "world 

rural areas" in their terminology.91 An alliance with the existing 

government, then, may be regarded as the first step of China's world 

revolutionary campaign; penetration with economic aid is thfl second step; 

and support of liberation war is the third stop. 

Now let us turn to the right side of equation (23).  There are 

four elements in the combination: Chinese sphere (CHI), population 

density (DNS), neutralism (NEU) and population (POP).  Among these Chinese 

sphjre has the highest coefficient (.73). Although we named the dimension. 

Chinese influence sphere, for simplicity, there are three independent high 

loading variables:  geography-X (.84). Chinese population (.82) and rainfall 

(-.68). This means that the nations located near the equator, which have 

many Chinese Inhabitants and heavy rainfall will have high scores on the 

Chinese sphere together with the implications of the other three elements 

Q 1 

For detailed discussions of China's long range foreign policy of 
worldwide social revolution, see liinton, 1966, p. 119; Royd, 1962, p. 8A; 
Halpern, 1966, pp. 2-3. 

  



(low population d.-nsltv. politically partisan, nnd hlr population), m can 

aay that Southeast Asian nations will ..ave the hiphost variatr scores on 

the rlpht-hand sl.ir pattern combination of the eq. atlon. 

With tho elcncnts In the equation thus interpreted, wc can sav 

that China conct-ntrates her world revolutionary efforts on relatively 

big, partisan, tropica', Asian-African-Latin American nations where manv 

Chinese live. 

Tho canonical correlation of the equation, however, Is relatively 

low (.47).  onlv about one quarter of the total variance is explained t-v 

the pattern equatio. .  A close examination of the canonical variate scores 

of all the dvnds, (uwevcr, shows whv tie model produced rel.-itlvelv low 

canonical correlations; th.-re were a few extreme deviations, such as 

USSr-30, Indonesia-65, r,uinpa-65, and V«MM«U-6S. ly.crpi   for these 

extreme cases, the prediction in reneral was fairly rood, because most 

dyadl luvo similar canonical variate scores on hoth sid.-s of the equation. 

Flfure 13 plots the canonical variate scores for several selected 

dyads.  Since the attribute distances included In the equations are all 

Ftable oner., i.e., have little variation across tine (rainfall and 

pcoprapl.lcnl location are constant; population and population density 

chnnt-e Uttle in sixteen years), the movements of the dyads are limited to 

vertical directions parallel to the dependent variable axis.  The depree 

of the shift, however, is so drastic that we can sec that ti,o model 

cannot help much to predict China';-, world revohit imiarv activities. 

The fourth modal we found relates to China's third world politics. 

The equation is 

,63 ALT - .bfl T,lp. \  .61 HEU -L .52 MON - .37 DPV   (r=.3r;) (24) 

MMMMMMM,. 
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»ctoalN tolls u „,«   type „ n.,tlons .,.„„,, „„ „^ vorld ^.^ ^ 

r.U,l« „it,, CM,,, „ULout hooon.o, uWU of CMu«. „or,,, revoUtioo 

activlt^-.s. 

TLo cononfc. corrolot !,„.,  h««,,.   ,. ,„„ „. to mU t„(, ^^ 

P.«.1..I   ..   .Ms  tl„o.     T„e  „oor^t.c  „lu of  tho „„do,   ^.„d  bo 

recognized,  hovever. 

th.  last oqoation  ,„ u exanl„od  1,  eh, „0<,0,   for ^^„^ 

suhstontla, u^ratlon pattern, „„lch rol,„„ly savs t„at rMiii „^ ^^ 

«b..«.»., cooporat.vo t|.. „Itl, ,,ster„ ,,,t,|oI)c nation^    T|IC ^^^^ 

for   ll.is model   Is 

.74  SUB -  .36 PEH -   .35 AI.I  -   .32 CFI. = 

.53 CAT -   .42  NEU   •   .36  POP +   .30 MON       (r-.W) 
r25> 

w.,oro SO, .UM. tor s.d.tantfa, onoporat    (mtinl, oconon(c c0()peratinn) 

aod CAT 1. cat„„u. cult.,..    Th. otllor ,.*,,,, .„ th. ... „ „ thf 

previous  equations. 

l-lrh  losing variables  on  tho Catholic  culture Hl^   nslon were 

Reo^raphy-Y  (-.88),  distance  fro-   U  S     t    M^ 
ce  rro    U.S.   (-.HA),  percent  Tathollc  population 

(•74),  distance  from PeHnp   ( fift"»       ru ™ feKinp   (.66).     Thus.   |  nation  which   iR   located   in  the 

'iort'.ern  hemisphere,  relatlvelv clone  to  th. U  <•    ,   ,   f       , .   cio       to   no ö.S.   but   far  from Peklnp,  and 
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i.ae a high percentape of Catholics tends to have a hifh  score on tMs 

Hlmt.ision; I.e., the object nations are mainly Furopean nations, such as 

the t'nlted KlPt^dom, Belgium, Norway, France, Italv and Cermnny. 

China's behavior pattern doftned by the combination of substantial 

cooperation, penetration, alliance and formal conflict with the attached 

Rlpns in the model is a purely business-like behavior which emphasizes 

economic coopeiatlon (trade), and de-enphasizos political interactions, 

favorable ones (aid, friendship treaties) as well as hostile ones (formal 

conflict). 

The model implies that China wanted to keep p.ood realistic 

transactions with developed Furopean nations (world metropolitan areas) 

to sustain her economy, and In order to keep the door open, she made 

tnimal gestures (positive communlratinn, non-political visits).^ 

Peyond this level of transaction, China did not interact politically with 

those nations, either positively or nepatively. 

n 

8,2  China's Cooperation, Conflict and Interaction and Status-Field Theory 

In 4.2, we derived three hypotheses about China's cooperation, 

ctnflict and interaction, with the help of status-field theory.  In 

summary, the hypotheses told us that 1) there is a behavioral dimension 

of the cooperative tvpe which is linearlv related to two status dimensions, 

power and economic development; 2) there is also a behavior«! dimension 

of the conflictful type which can he explained by the linear combination 

of nower and economic development distances; and 3) fhe corl ined decree 

of Interaction, which Is composed by summlnr, the two behavioral dimensional 

' I'ifh loaded variablfson the substantial cooperative behavior 
dimenslnn are export (.88), positive cornmunicatlon (.67), non-nolit leal 
visit (.55). 

mmm mm 



103 

scores discussed above with appropri.ite weip'.ts, is correlated mainly 

with power distance. 

Now let us re-exaninc the five independent pattern models of 

the linkages between China's dyadic I,ehavlor.il dimensions and her 

attribute distances from othei.... 

Throuph the five models we identified five kinds of cooperative 

behavioral dimensions — formal diplomacv, substantial cooperation, 

administrative cooperation, alliance, penetration — which were Evolved 

as a part of the behavioral pattern combination in the models. 

On the rlpht-hand sides of the equations, however, only in one 

equation could wo see power distance rs a leading olenent in the 

combination of attribute distance dimensions.  Kconomic development 

appears once in the fourth equation, but not as a loadinp element 

(repression coefficient was .37).  Thus, we can say empirically that 

there is neither a status-dependent conflict behavior, nor is there 

cooperative bohavior which is mainly dependent on economic development 

status differences.  Furthermore, there was no eouatton which included 

hjth power and economic development torethcr as prominent right-aid« 

elements. 

Among the five models Renerated in this studv the most relevant 

equation to the propositions of status-field theory is the second one 

which related China's formal conflict to power distance.  Furthermore, 

both formal conflict behavior and pover dLst.mce played leading roles 

on the right and left sides ei tha equation respectively. 

Now let us examine t'n. relations between the second equation 

(power politics pattern) and the relevant hypotaeses of status-field 

thoorv. In order to do this, let ui rewrite equation (??.) including 

all elemer' i with coefficients greater tbnn .15. 
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•89 CJL -   .31   DIP +   .19  MR +  .If Wl -   .15  PFN '- 

.85  TOW -   .31  COM +   .24  CHI  +   .21  POP +   .19  PCF +   .16 DEV  -   .15  NUK       (26) 

(r-.76) 

If we re-order the elements, we can see that this equation 

includes the two propositions of status-field theory — the conflict 

theorem and the interaction theorem. 

conflict theorem 

.89 CFI, + R «= .85 POV + .16 PEV ■♦■ S (27) 

interaction Jtheoren 

.89  CFL +   .1Q  BUI + P'   -   .85  POU +  S' (28) 

For the conflict thooren, the liypothesls of status-field theory 

was correct in the sense that ChiM*l formal conflict behavior Is status 

dependent and is mainlv dependent on power distance and economic 

development.  We, howevei. found enpiricallv that for China, economic 

development distance was not so Important in detcrmininR the conflict 

level.93 

The interaction theorem was also substantiated in China's case. 

China's formal conflict behavior and part of her substantial cooperative 

behavior were found to be status depfmlent and this combination v.'as 

Lirpely dependent on power distance alone as we predicted.  The only 

deviation was that ■ snail part of tie substantial cooperation, but not 

most of the cooperation, was power dependent. 

liow about the cooperat-on hypothesis which says that the more 

economtcallv developed and the more poverful is  the object nation, the 

In status-field theory the parameters a and ß are to be 
determined empiricalIv. 

■HMMMM—^MM 
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raoro China's Ätatus-deptndent cooperation behavior?  If we scrutinize 

the five pattern equations, we can see that the relation specified by the 

hypothesis is buried in a non-status-dependent cooperation model In which 

the conmmnism factor plays a predominant role.  To see this, let us 

rewrite the first equation which wc named China's bloc politics pattern, 

Including the less important elements (coefficient Is greater than .15). 

Then the equation Is 

.7A DIP -»■ .A3 SUB + .37 ADM + .27 CFL + ,19 CMC \ 

.92 COM + .31 POP + .29 POW + .2A CHI + .16 DEV   (r-.85) 
(29) 

which Includes, ar.aln, the cooperative theorem as a part of the model 

.43 SUB + R = .29 POVJ + .16 DKV + S (30) 

where P consists mainly of other types of cooperation, and S Is comprised 

larp.el .• of the communism factor.  We can sec that China's substantial 

cooperation Is dependent on botli power distance and economic development 

as predicted by the cooperation theorem of status-field theory, but other 

elements overwhelmed this relation.  In retrospect, we know that the 

Cold War between the Communist Camp and Western Powers dominated the 

period between 1950 and 1965.  As a member of the Communist Camp, China's 

cooperative behavior must have been strongly affected by bloc politics. 

The fact that China's cooperation was letermlned mainly by the communism 

factor and that the fooperative theorem of status-field theory was burled 

as a sub-model within this raliort model Is thus undfrstandable. 
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iX.     RFA'IF.W AND CONCLUSION 

A nation's  fordpn lu-bavlor   lr.  a conplomoratlon of various  entanr,lt'<l 

hmm  activities wliicli arc associated wltli  innumerable causal  factors. 

The  complex  interrelations amoni» various  aspects of  foreign behavior has 

hindered   the development  of clear  analytic models oi   the  foreign  behavior 

of  a nation.    China has added  even  preator complexity  to the  traditional 

behavioral patterns of  the established  Powers because  she has crossed 

all   the different power  positions   in  the  international  hierarchy   In a 

relatively short  tine;   In  less  than  two decades,  startinp  from an  embryonic 

staco  of  nation huildlnp and  struggllnr,  for mere  survival   in  a harsh 

international  system,   she has now achieved  the  super power position which 

enables her  to  lead  and  shape  the  international political  environment. 

One of  the major purposes  of  this study was  to reduce  this 

complexity by producing some  simple discernible pattern models  that  link 

sets  of  China's  foreign behavior  to her attribute  similarities  and 

dlffc-ences  from other nations.     The  results of  the  studv were very 

cncourapinR.     Culded by Rummel's  field  theory, we untangled China's 

foreign behavior  into eight  independent behavioral  clusters  and  delineated 

eight  corresponding  linear models which clearly assert distinguishable 

relationships among behavioral patterns and attribute distance  patterns. 

Among  ther.e eight models,   five proved   tc be useful  in explaining  and 

predicting China's actual behavior.     These were:     the Chinese  formal 

cooperation pattern comprir,» d  of  diplomatic relations,   substantial 

rooperation and administrative  cooperation, which was exnlaincd  by 

similarities and differences  in bloc aff-iliation between China and other 

nations;   the Cliinesc  formal  conflict  pattern,  measuring  the Chinese  level 

of manifested conflict behavior  toward  a nation,  explained  by  power 

- 
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distances: the rhinesc support of liberation wnr pattern which linked 

the obje.t nation's geographical affinity to China and commitment bv 

the object nation to neutralism; t'.e ChlMM ThlH World Poiitics pat'ern. 

which distinguishes out of the devCloninR nnMons. those enjoyin, amicable 

«overnment-to-Rovernment relations with China; and the Chinese substantial 

cooperation pattern, which is exnlalned bv the combined characteristics 

of the object nation's cultural. Reorranhical, political attributes. 

All of these pattern models were statistically significant and their 

p.edictlve powers ranped from seventy-two percent to twelve pe, c-nt of 

the variance in China's behavioral variables.  Because three of the five 

have relatively low predictlnr power (less than twertv-five percent), 

we cannot arRue that all the models can be applied.  The Identification 

of tha basic pattern relations nmonp the coneapta included in the model, 

however, will Ruide us in buildinp better theoretical mo.iels. 

Another important aim of this stu-lv was to test three hypothaaaa 

about China's cooperation, conflict and interaction behavior deduced from 

status-field theory.  The test raaultl were unsatisfactory because tl-ev 

did not conform exactly to the hypotheses.  Although all of the nattern 

relations predicted by the three status-field theory hypotheses actually 

were Uentlfled, the test results showed that the hypothesized pattern 

relations were all imbedded in a larger context of other pattern relations. 

In other words, thoy com.tituteJ parts of three of the five pattern models 

discussed above. 

The cooperation hypothesis was subsumed in the formal cooperation 

pattern, where bloc affiliation playad a loading role In eyplalning a set 

of thn e different kinds of Chinese- cooperative behavioral patterns. 

mm 
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Distances on the  power and economic development dimensions which, hy 

hypothesis, were supposed to play major roles were now overshadowed by 

bloc politics. 

The status-dependent Conflict hypothesis wbich says that China's 

conflict behavior is a function of the weighted sum of both the power 

distance and the difference in economic development was now identifiable 

as a part of the Chinese formal conflict pattern.  Power parity was the 

leading Independent variable, as predicted, but economic development 

which also was expected to contribute much accounted for less than three 

percent of the total variance in Chinese conflict behavior. 

And the third hypothesis, which proposed that the joint values of 

China's cooperation and conflict behavior was determined mainly by power 

distance alone, did not hold up in the data.  China's formal conflict 

pattern involved little cooperative behavior, and a larRe portion of the 

variance in this conflict was determined by factors other than power 

distances. 

Thus, it is difficult :o say that the three hypotheses generated 

by status-field theory are confirmed by this study. However, it is 

encouraßing that the predicted linear functions between the cooperative 

and the confllctful behavior on one side and power distances and 

differences in economic development on the other side of the equation 

could be identified empirically, even though as parts of other linear 

functions.  The discovery of tbe linear functions specified by the theory 

implies that it is still possible to tackle complex reality with a 

linear approach, and the field theoretic models are on the right track. 

One discouraging finding is the relatively low trace correlation 

produced by the eight canonical correlations between China's behavior 

               -  ■  - 
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factors and her attribute distances.  The trnc correlation v/as .A8 and 

it meant that only about twenty percent of tbe total variance contained 

in the behavioral data matrix was accounted for by the delineated eipht 

linear pattern eouatlons. Compared with several other studies of this 

kind,^ the present finding is the lowest.  For Instance, a previous 

study which canonically correlated China's behavioral vectors with her 

attribute distances in a similar wav fi .- ooth 1955 and 196395 showed 

trace correlations of ,72 and .70 respectivoly for each year.  The only 

basic difference in the research designs of the two studies is that the 

current data matrix inclnder. a cross-time variation as well as a cross- 

sectional variation, whereas the previous one included only a cross- 

sectional varlntion.  Thus, we can infer that the low canonical correlation 

of the present study was tiue to cross-time variances.  In ot'i<>r words, 

China's behavior toward | pnrticulir nation across the sixteen-year 

period did not vary as a fumtinn ol corrcspnndinp atlributt distances, 

as specified by the models of field theorv.  It rray lie arcued that a 

nation's behavioral pattern toward an object nation probal   has an 

incrtial force and is not sensitive to all shifts in attrilute distances, 

or that overwhelming Tiolitical considerations produced extreme, deviant 

shifts in China's behavior toward a fiv nations (the S''no-Soviet dispute, 

the Sino-Indian war rcsulMd in drastic chanpes in  both the cooperation 

■Bd the conflict dimensions), and ar, a result t'-e deviations nifht have 

altered the Rcreral ^attorns.  In t.ther case, more thoraugh theoretical 

justification is needed to eventual • improve the models. 

- Similar studies testinf» ths field theory model with the 
canonical reRresslon method rrc  Rummcl, 1071; Van Atta and Riimnel, 
1970; and Rhee, 1971. 

"See Rhee, 1971, p. 130, Table 12. 
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APPENDIX  I 

•,J-'-•» "<   U.-.IEI.'P  STATUS-FIELD THEORY 

mal (Sisa»ziai£iäiss>, I-M««!«., r««^ ... £leld ,onsisL.nR 

"f au «,i,«.tl. ,.«»«.„ and 1««.«1«^4 thelr cocplex lnter. 

rel.nicnshl; 3 threufh tlw, 

fiäjSj (AStUtu;..b.h«i.r l^r. »Mw),    Tho lnternatic„al fuM CMprlscs 

a SuelM.« ..„tbat. space ce.inlng al] t.e ^^^^^ of ^^^^ ^ 

. telM«. brt.vi„ spac defining rt,  natlon dya(lii; lntcractlons- 

item i «lini- asauajua 2,^,, A ftatM set #| iincariy 

Independent di.8nS;onS generate attribute an, behavior spaces. 

«össl«taa£istüsiaa)i uu»«««», relatior.s is. stratifled 
social  system. 

Theorcv) 2   (Status T:-eoie^)-    «;r,f„e A< 
»='«    Status iiMMlMM are a subset of attribute 

space dir.ensions. 

Million i (statHs ssaasaa,. A ^ 4lMMlii (of attritute 

•p.ce) is a tontine Involving vlrtnally enlversal inier- 

natlonal consensus as to „hlch end Is better or «ore deslraWe. 

An jscrlbed status dintnsion Is one on vblch nations cannot 

•Iter .l^tfWl,. their reUtlve status In , generation. 

An achieved jjjjg, dlnenslon Is one N „hlch nations can so 

_   ■   alter their iocatic. A nntlon's rnnk Is Its total stat, s on 

the status dir.ensions. 

C-IoUarv 1 (stn^s He«^^ ^JJ^, , Status ,. a contingoüs 

variable. 

■■■■■■■HH^^^i^KHH^Ma^^ 
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D«£lnltlcn 2 (St«tui Dlonsions Paftnltton)» Tl.e international 

status cir'f-nsions aie tcononlc dtVfilopBCftt and powt'r. 

7'!.eor£n J (Posi tion T'-'.u.re^): Katlotlfl am ]oc-tcd as vectors in 

attribute space end as vectors of nation dyads in behavior space. 

Corollarv 2 (Status Position Corollarv):  An attribute space position 

defines a nation's relative st .tus. 

Thsorcin 4 (Mobility Iheerta)} Nations desire upward ir.obility. 

Theorem 5 (Eoulllbratlon Theoren); Nations l.aving unbalanced statuses 

desire to balance chea. 

Corollarv 3 (Elite Corollarv): A nation's CIILC identify with their rank 

and status ronfigriratlon. 

Definition 2 (1Unk Definition): The rank of i is a^n + a2si2» 

where aj and ^2 are positive parcuieters and s.. and s.« are 

nation i's economic devolopr.ent and power statuses, respec- 

tively. 

Definition A (Joint Rank Definition): The joint rank of two nations, 

i and j, is oj^s^ + s,,) + (^(SJ^ + s42^» w^cre al &n^ a2  are 

the positive parameters in Definition 3. 

Definition 5 (Status Disequilibrium Do finIt ion): A nation's status 

  
disequilibrium Is ± QiS^ + <*2SL2, w'iere ai an^ a2 have 

different signs. 
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•MM a, and a2 have different signs. 

SmUUl A («atu. ««jnc. CsaUsB,. stntUs lncc„8ruonce bet„ne„ 

-"ens . .„d i  u  the distance veetor hetween their status venters 

00 a status dicension. 

— -   -^ ^^ **&'    — -ion attrlhnte distances at 

• Parucmar tire are socIal farces detem„l„8 d7adlc hehavlor at that tlCe. 

Axion 5 (Statut Dependence Axion)•  Snm» k u  .  c __i£ ftxion;.  some behavior dimensic 

dependent on status. 
tons are linearly 

DeflrKltion 7 (Status ROIP Def initir nl • ru 
- g£Haa£E) : The status dependent behavior 

«iMusXen« define a nation's status role. 

nefiniti^ 8 (Status Heavier Definition): The status dcpendent 

behavior dimensions delineate status behavior. 

~' <*** ***&*&* Statu. behavior is directed toward hi8her 

ranUn, nations and the greater a nation's ran., the „ore Us status 

behavior. 

Axiom _7 (Status-Quo Axiom)' Uim%. ~    i  ^u» £v*iqa; > High rank nations 

order. 
support the current international 

Theorem 6 (CooEcratlon Theore-i) •  Thp M », 
 ^--^  The hi8her the Joint rank of nations 

t -d j. the more cooperative their bchavior> ^  ^   ^ _ 

■^idi.j.i - «u^.a« •*•'• co^ iS, bchavIor space clu^er of 

highly intercorrelated cooperation vectors. 

■—^. . .   ..- -■        . 
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AKlca 8 (Po^in^tS^u.tolon):  Nations enphasi.e their do.in^nt status 

and the others' tttbordliumt stature: in Interaction. 

Corollarv 5 (Diaeeiuneo Corollary);  Status dieeeulllbrl Luu causes 

cocnitive dissonance. 

CgrolUa 6 (Status Link Corollarv):  Co^non statuses between nations 

provide then, with .inilar int.>oSts and a cowwmlcatlon bridge. 

Corollarv 7 (Uncertain^ Corollary): The more v.'o  nations are status 

incongruent. the r.ore their relationships are uncertain and the 

more incongruent their expectations of each other's behavior. 
• 

giSS 1  (|C2S2Sic Developinent Statu_s Axion):  The nore Siuilar in econonic 

development status, the nore nation are mutually cooperative. 

^eoretn 7 (Conflict i^ooren): Uo  nations' status incongruence is 

correlated with their .utual status dependent conflict behavior. 

Iheore, 8 (Econonicallv Developed Conflict Theory),  For economically 

developed actors, status dependent conflicr behavior CF 

aildi-j,l - ai2di-Jf2- 

l*J 

^eore^ 9 (Ecoao,lcaiT L^erdeveW.! Conn1£t Thcore.) :  For economically 

underdeveloped actors, status lependcnt conflict behavior CF   - 

"•l^l-J.l +a12
di-J,2- 

Theore. 10 (Econon^caUv Developed Status Uhnior  Theore.):  The 

statv,s dependent COOpoml«! and conflict behavior of high 

economically developed nations to others is a function of their 



i «IIII ii*>w^««i^«ir |iri"uw^r««^3r«i^M^«iH*     .1 ■ ■ n  n^i IIPII.II ■■P^f<^MPWHMnn^<j«M.i ■ n^mmu/n^imrmm 

114 

power inconnruence, that is CO^ ♦ CF^ - -y^, vheTC co  is 

nation i to j cooperative behavior. Cr is conflict behavior, Y2 

U a positive parameter equalling (a* + a2). and d2 is the 1-J 

incor.sruence (distance vector) on the power status. 

HieoLc. U (Econc.u-allv UndercWeJ.ooed Status Behavior Theorem): 

Tue status dependent cooperation and conflict behavior of 

cconocicallv underdeveloped nations to others is a function of 

their economic development incongruence, that is CO,  + CF   - 

-Y^j. where CO is nation i to J cooperative behavior, CF is 

conflict behavior, y, is . positive parameter equalling (.J ♦ .j). 

and d, is i-j meongruence (distance vector) on the economic 

dev-lcpmcnt status. 

Theorem 12   (Status Time Themen),  The status dependent behavior of 

nation 1 to j at time t is linearly dependent on their status 

distance vectors at time t. 

sms n eassagj ^^^ :^OTa,): Behavlor s?ace ls i subs[iace 

of attribute r.pace. 

■■i 
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